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INVESTIGATION OF THE ASSASSINATION OF 
PRESIDENT JOHN F. KENNEDY 


FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 22, 1978 

House of Representatives, 

Select Committee on Assassinations, 

Washington , D.C. 

The select committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 9:10 a.m., 
in room 345, Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Richardson 
Preyer (acting chairman) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Stokes, Preyer, Dodd, Ford, Fithian, 
Edgar, Devine, and Sawyer. 

Staff present: G. Robert Blakey, chief counsel and staff director; 
Michael Goldsmith, senior staff counsel; Charles Berk, research 
attorney; and Elizabeth L. Berning, chief clerk. 

Mr. Preyer. The committee will come to order. 

The Chair recognizes Mr. Blakey. 

NARRATION BY MR. G. ROBERT BLAKEY, CHIEF COUNSEL 

Mr. Blakey. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Over the years, the Central Intelligence Agency has conducted a 
massive investigation of Lee Harvey Oswald, the proof of which is 
a 142-volume file at the Agency headquarters in Langley, Va. 
Nevertheless, despite an impressive effort to probe the periods of 
Oswald’s life during which there had been foreign encounters, 
some questions about the CIA persist. Several principal questions 
remain: 

Was the CIA’s post-assassination investigation of Lee Harvey 
Oswald thorough and reliable, and did the Agency share with 
others the relevant information it had or learned? 

Was there a preassassination relationship between the CIA and 
Oswald? If so, could that relationship have extended to complicity 
in the assassination, or short of that, might it have led the Agency 
to seek to hide the relationship out of fear of being accused of 
complicity. 

Much of the mystery is, of course, the result of the secretive 
nature of the CIA and its understandable unwillingness to reveal 
operational information. A brief review of the history of the CIA 
might afford a better grasp of the problem. 

Created by the National Security Act of 1947, the CIA was, in 
fact, a postwar outgrowth of the Office of Strategic Services. The 
head of OSS, though never a CIA official, was William J. Donovan 
who, adapting the British approach, combined the intelligence ac- 
tivities of various agencies into one office. 

( 1 ) 
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Toward the end of World War II, President Roosevelt sought 
Donovan's advice on a permanent intelligence apparatus. Dono- 
van's classified reply, leaked to the press 3 months later, described 
an “all-powerful intelligence service * * * which would supercede 
all existing Federal police and intelligence units." The reaction 
among the heads of existing intelligence and investigative agencies 
was predictable panic. Few wanted to see the OSS become more 
powerful. 

President Roosevelt’s death turned out to be a serious blow to 
OSS — very nearly a crippling one — for President Truman abolished 
the wartime OSS without even consulting Donovan or the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. As a result, the United States was handicapped by 
a serious intelligence gap in the postwar international struggles. 

Unification of the Armed Forces was the main objective of the 
1947 act. But it also created the National Security Council, of 
which the CIA was to be the intelligence coordinating unit. Under 
the act, the CIA was charged with four responsibilities: 

One, to advise the NSC on intelligence matters relating to na- 
tional security. 

Two, to make recommendations on the coordination of intelli- 
gence activities. 

Three, to correlate, evaluate, and disseminate intelligence. 

Four, to perform additional intelligence activities and national 
security functions at the direction of the NSC. 

In its early years, the CIA was hampered by internal organization 
difficulties and bad relationships with other agencies. The turnover 
of directors was rather rapid — Adm. Roscoe H. Hillenkoetter in 
1947, Lt. Gen. Walter Bedell Smith in 1950, Allen W. Dulles in 
1952. 

Dulles, who had been a wartime master spy, had strong opinions 
as to the type of men who should be named to top posts in the 
Agency. At Senate Armed Services Committee hearings on the 
National Security Act, he testified that the CIA: 

* * * should be directed by a relatively small but elite corps of men with a 
passion for anonymity and a willingness to stick to that particular job. They must 
find their reward in the work itself, and in the service they render their Govern- 
ment, rather than in public acclaim. 

In addition, in its formative period, the CIA was subjected to the 
tirades of Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, who demanded a purge of 
Agency personnel. The upshot was a severe tightening of employ- 
ment standards, as well as a restriction within the Agency of the 
expression of political viewpoints. 

Although the CIA is not required to make public its organization- 
al structure, it is publicly known to consist of five main entities — 
the Office of the Director and four Directorates. The Director and 
Deputy Director, one of whom must be a military officer, are 
appointed by the President. 

The four Directorates are as follows: 

Operations: The clandestine services unit, with 45 percent of its 
personnel stationed overseas, most of them in cover positions. Sub- 
divisions of operations are foreign intelligence, counterintelligence, 
and covert action. 

Intelligence: Its responsibility is to turn out finished intelligence 
products. 
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Science and Technology: It's responsibility for basic research and 
development, and it operates reconnaissance satellites and analyzes 
highly technical information. 

Management and Services: This is the Agency’s housekeeping 
department. 

There are also a number of proprietry organizations, front 
groups and social or political institutions that are run by the CIA 
or in its behalf. The best known proprietaries are Radio Free 
Europe and Radio Liberty, both established in the early 1950’s. 
Among the front organizations are airlines and holding companies 
to support clandestine operations. In early 1967, it was, for exam- 
ple, learned that the CIA had for years been subsidizing the coun- 
try’s largest student organization, the National Student Associ- 
ation. Eventually, it became known that the Agency had channeled 
money to a number of business, labor, religious, charitable, and 
educational organizations. 

In 1974 and 1975, a commission headed by then Vice President 
Rockefeller investigated CIA activities in the United States, specifi- 
cally whether domestic CIA activities exceeded the Agency’s statu- 
tory authority. The investigation was in response to charges that 
the Agency had engaged in large-scale spying on American citizens 
and had compiled dossiers on many citizens. Mail intercepts, infil- 
tration of dissident groups, illegal wiretaps and break-ins were 
among other charges delved into in the investigation. 

The Rockefeller Commission concluded that the “great majority 
of the CIA’s domestic activities comply with its stautory authority 
* * * nevertheless, over the 28 years of its history, the CIA has 
engaged in some activities that should be criticized and not permit- 
ted to happen again — both in light of the limits imposed on the 
Agency by law and as a matter of public policy. 

It was hardly worth noting at the time, but an event on October 
31, 1959, would ultimately become part of the history of the CIA. A 
20-year-old ex-Marine radar operator named Lee Harvey Oswald 
appeared at the U.S. Embassy in Moscow and handed consular 
official Richard Snyder a note demanding that his American citi- 
zenship be revoked. He also intimated to Snyder that he intended 
to pass radar secrets to the Soviet Union. 

This information was sent via the State Department to CIA 
Headquarters, and the CIA opened a file on Oswald. 

Oswald’s citizenship was not revoked. He was also permitted to 
remain in Russia until June of 1962. He then returned to the 
United States with a Russian wife, Marina, and an infant daugh- 
ter. As a returning defector, Oswald was of interest to U.S. intelli- 
gence agencies. His tracks were picked up once more when, in 
September 1963, Oswald turned up in Mexico City where he visited 
the Soviet Embassy and the Cuban Embassy and Consulate. The 
information that was added to Oswald’s CIA dossier in Washington 
on October 11, 1963, was imprecise — it identified him as being 35 
years old — he was 23 at the time — and as Lee Henry Oswald. 

It is, of course, now public knowledge that the CIA continued 
overt operations against Cuba after the Bay of Pigs defeat in 1961. 
They included plots to murder Fidel Castro by the Agency and 
American gangsters, who had been operating lucrative gambling 
casinos in Havana until Castro threw them out of the country. 
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They also included CIA contact with a high-level associate of Pre- 
mier Castro, code named “AMLASH,” who had expressed a desire 
to murder Castro. While Castro himself was apparently aware of 
the American plots on his life, there is no evidence that the 
Warren Commission knew of the Castro plots. 

In 1964, when the Warren Commission determined that Oswald 
was the lone assassin, it also concluded he had never been associat- 
ed with, nor employed by, the CIA. Critics of the Warren Commis- 
sion were quick to challenge the assertion, raising questions about 
the thoroughness of the Warren Commission’s investigation and 
raising the sinister possibility that intelligence agencies may have 
been responsible for the assassination itself. 

Mark Lane, in ‘‘Rush to Judgment,” implies, for example, 
Oswald had ties to the CIA, and in his more recently published 
code name “Zorro,” a book on the assassination of Dr. Martin 
Luther King, Jr., he writes: 

The evidence now available discloses that Oswald worked for the FBI and with 
the CIA * * 

The Rockefeller Commission examined the allegation of Oswald’s 
CIA ties and found no credible evidence to support it. 

In accord with its mandate, the select committee undertook to 
assess the quality of the CIA’s performance in its investigation of 
Oswald and its working relationship with the Warren Commission. 
The investigation covered all periods of Oswald’s life when he came 
in contact with an official entity overseas, either United States or 
foreign. It included Oswald’s hitch in the Marine Corps, his trip 
through Europe and defection to the Soviet Union, his stay in 
Russia, his return to the United States, his political activities in 
the United States as they pertain to foreign affairs; for example, 
the fair play for Cuba campaign, and finally of course his trip to 
Mexico in 1963. 

Second in the sequence, but by no means subsidiary in impor- 
tance, the committee considered the charge that Oswald had ties to 
the CIA. Resolution of this issue was uppermost in the minds of 
committee investigators, as they poured over CIA reports — not only 
the 142 volumes on Oswald himself, but hundreds of other volumes 
as well. Again, the committee was aware that if a relationship was 
discovered, it did not necessarily mean that the Agency was guilty 
of complicity in the assassination. Nevertheless the committee rea- 
soned that the CIA might have covered up links to Oswald out of 
concern for their implications. On the other hand, if the committee 
found no signs of coverup, it felt it could reach some reasonable 
judgment on the issue. 

Ambassador Helms was serving as the CIA Deputy Director for 
Plans at the time of the Kennedy assassination. As such, he was 
responsible for the Directorate of Plans which was the office en- 
gaged in covert operations. 

In 1964, Ambassador Helms was the senior CIA official who 
worked with the Warren Commission on a day-to-day basis, and he 
testified before the Commission on May 14, 1964. 

Ambassador Helms was appointed Director of Central Intelli- 
gence in 1966, serving in that capacity until 1973. In 1973, he was 
named Ambassador to Iran. 
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At present, Mr. Helms is a business consultant here in Washing- 
ton. 

Mr. Chairman, it is appropriate to note that the committee’s 
questioning of Mr. Helms today will be based on documents that 
have been released by the CIA in accordance with the Freedom of 
Information Act. The select committee has also, in the past week, 
reached agreement with the CIA for the declassification and re- 
lease of certain documents not previously available to the public. 
These newly released documents will also be referred to in today’s 
hearing. 

On August 9, however, Ambassador Helms testified at an execu- 
tive session of the committee, in which many issues of a classified 
nature were discussed in detail. Because they are still classified, 
they will not be brought up today. 

It would be appropriate at this time, Mr. Chairman, to call 
Ambassador Helms. 

Mr. Preyer. The committee calls Ambassador Helms. 

Mr. Helms, will you be sworn at this time. Do you solemnly 
swear the testimony you are about to give this committee will be 
the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth, so help you 
God? 

Mr. Helms. I do, Mr. Chairman. 

TESTIMONY OF RICHARD HELMS, FORMER DIRECTOR OF CEN- 
TRAL INTELLIGENCE, FORMER AMBASSADOR TO IRAN, AND 

PRESENTLY A BUSINESS CONSULTANT IN WASHINGTON, D.C., 

AND REPRESENTED BY GREGORY B. CRAIG, OF WILLIAMS & 

CONNOLLY 

Mr. Preyer. Thank you, Mr. Helms. We appreciate your being 
here today, and the Chair will recognize Mr. Goldsmith to begin 
the questioning. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Helms, as part of your association with the CIA were you 
required to execute a secrecy oath? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, I was. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Do you recall testifying before this committee in 
executive session on August 9 of this year? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Goldsmith. At that time, Mr. Helms, were you presented 
with a series of letters which authorized you to testify fully and 
truthfully about all information that you had available pertinent 
to the committee's legislative mandate? 

Mr. Helms. Yes. 

Mr. Goldsmith. At this time I would ask that Mr. Helms be 
shown JFK exhibit F-536. 

Mr. Chairman, I would indicate for the record that JFK exhibit 
F-536 consists of two exhibits, A and B. They are both letters dated 
September 1, 1978, from the General Counsel's Office of the CIA. 
They are directed to Mr. Helms. [Handed to witness.] 

Mr. Chairman, may we have JFK exhibits F-536A and F-536B 
admitted into the record? 

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, so ordered. 
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JFK Exhibit F-S3&/T 


OGC 78-6272 
21 September 1978 


The Honorable Richard Helms 
Safeer Company 
Suite 402 

1627 K Street, N. W. 

Washington, D. C. 20006 

Dear Ambassador Helms: 

The Agency has been notified that the House Select 
Committee on Assassinations has invited you to testify in 
open session on 22 September 1978. 

Please be advised that the Agency agreement with the 
Committee, a copy of which was attached to Mr. Carlucci’s 
letter to you dated 27 July 1978, deals only with the dis- 
cussion of classified matters in executive session. It does 
not constitute a grant of authority to discuss classified 
matters in public circumstances, nor a waiver of any secrecy 
oath or agreement that might otherwise be applicable in such 
circumstances. Therefore, if you are asked any questions in 
open session requiring the disclosure of classified informa- 
tion, I suggest that you indicate to the Committee your 
willingness to respond in executive session and that you ask 
the Committee to convene such a session for that purpose. 

Sincerely , 

Ct Q - 

Anthony A. Lapham 
General Counsel 


JFK Exhibit F-536A 
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Central !ntdiiij:ncc Agency 

JFK Exhibit 


Atr^ngon. DC 20505 


21 September 1978 


The Honorable Richard Helms 
Safeer Company 
Suite 402 

1627 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear Ambassador Helms: 


By way of elaboration upon Mr. Lapham's letter to you 
of this date concerning your testimony in open session 
before the House Select Committee on Assassinations on 
22 September, Mr. Lapham has authorized me to relay the fol- 
lowing to you. You are, of course, completely at liberty to 
discuss unclassified materials, including the materials 
which have been declassified and made available to your 
counsel on 20 September 1978. However, in the event a 
response would involve the disclosure of classified infor- 
mation, whether based on these or other materials, it is the 
Agency's position that you should so inform the Committee 
and request that your response be heard in executive session. 



rison, Jr. 


Deputy General Counsel 
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Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, have you received the originals of 
these letters? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, I have. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Have you had a chance to discuss these letters 
with your attorney? 

Mr. Helms. Yes. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Do you understand these letters? 

Mr. Helms. I hope so. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Do you understand that at today’s hearing you 
are still obliged to testify truthfully before this committee? 

Mr. Helms. I understand that. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Do you understand, Mr. Helms, that in the event 
that your testimony touches upon classified information, the alter- 
native would be to request that the committee go into executive 
session? 

Mr. Helms. I understand that, sir. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, I would indicate for the record that the letters 
that Mr. Ambassador was shown at the August 9 hearing corre- 
spond with JFK exhibits F-94, F-125, F-126, and F-127. 

Mr. Helms, what was the organizational function of the Deputy 
Directorate for Plans in 1963? 

Mr. Helms. The Deputy Director for Plans or the Deputy Direc- 
torate for Plans? I was the Deputy Director for Plans and head of 
an organization which performed certain covert activities overseas. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Before you proceed I would like to show you JFK 
exhibits F-94, F-125, F-126, and F-127 from the hearing that we 
had in August. 

[Handed to witness.] 

Mr. Helms. Thank you. [Pause.] I have not read every word of 
those memoranda, Mr. Goldsmith, but I recall having seen them on 
August 9. 

Mr. Goldsmith. At the time did you understand them? 

Mr. Helms. Yes. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I might ask, for the record, would Mr. Helms’ 
attorney identify himself. 

Mr. Craig. My name is Gregory B. Craig, of Williams & Con- 
nolly. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Thank you. Returning to my previous question, 
would you descibe the organizational function or purpose of the 
DDP in 1963 which I believe you headed. 

Mr. Helms. That is one of the most — it contained one of the most 
highly classified documents in Washington, the description of what 
the DDP does, and if you have received a specific authority from 
the Director of Central Intelligence to disclose all these activities, I 
would be glad to do so. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I would ask that Mr. Helms be given a copy of 
the declassified transcript from his executive session testimony. 

Mr. Helms, I refer your attention to page 4 of that transcript, 
specifically lines 111 through 118. 

Mr. Helms. All right, Mr. Goldsmith. Since this has been declas- 
sified, I understand, then let me just read what it says: 
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In 1963, the Deputy Director for Plans was * * * the Deputy Director who was in 
charge of — I guess the simplest term is — overseas operations. This entity of the CIA 
received its mandate from NSC documents. 

In any event, the responsibility of this unit was to conduct espionage and counter- 
espionage and covert actions outside the continental limits of the United States. 

Some of the lines you will note have been excised. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I understand. 

Mr. Helms. So if to the press it is not a coherent statement, it is 
because it is not coherent. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, I would ask to the extent you are 
able to testify without touching upon classified information you 
make an effort to do so. Have you had a chance to review the 
declassified transcript that the committee made available to you? 

Mr. Helms. Yes. I have looked through it. I am not sure, though, 
that I have become aware of all of the things that have been taken 
out and all the things that have been left in. It is really difficult to 
read something that has been chopped up the way this has. I have 
looked through it but I would not say I have in my head what was 
allowed in and what was taken out. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, did the committee make available to 
you the testimony from your executive session transcript? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, I have in front of me these documents which 
were made available to me by the committee I think 2 days ago. I 
went through them. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I understand that. My question now is, Has the 
committee made available to you the full transcript from your 
executive session testimony? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, I believe I could have come and read it at any 
time, at least I was so assured by the committee. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Did you ever avail yourself of that opportunity? 

Mr. Helms. I did not. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, what role, if any, did the Agency 
have in the investigation of the assassination of President 
Kennedy? 

Mr. Helms. At the time that the Warren Commission was 
formed, the Agency did everything in its power to cooperate with 
the Warren Commission and with the FBI, the FBI having the lead 
in the investigation. As best I can recollect, it was the Agency's 
feeling that since this tragic event had taken place in the United 
States, that the FBI and the Department of Justice would obviously 
have the leading edge in conducting the investigation, and that the 
Agency would cooperate with them in every way it was possible, 
and the same applied to the Warren Commission. 

Mr. Goldsmith. So I take it, then, that the Agency perceived its 
role to be somewhat secondary to the role of the FBI? 

Mr. Helms. That is correct. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What were your specific responsibilities with 
regard to the investigation? 

Mr. Helms. As the Deputy Director for Plans, I regarded my 
responsibility as being one which saw to it that inquiries given to 
the Agency by the FBI or originated with the Warren Commission, 
were answered as well and as expeditiously as possible. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Which staff or unit within the CIA was given 
primary responsibility for coordinating the investigation? 
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Mr. Helms. After I believe maybe 2 or 3 weeks following the 
assassination, the counterintelligence staff in the Deputy Director- 
ate for Plans was given the job of coordinating and handling the 
inquiries which came in and the replies which went back, both to 
the FBI and to the Warren Commission, and as you are aware, the 
so-called counterintelligence staff had the job in any event of carry- 
ing on liaison on covert matters with the FBI for the CIA. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Would you describe in general terms what the 
organizational function of the counterintelligence staff was in 
1963? 

Mr. Helms. In the organization of the Deputy Director for Plans 
at that time we had a series of staffs. These staffs were assigned 
functions in terms of the mission of the entire DDP. There was a 
foreign intelligence staff which dealt with the acquisition of normal 
intelligence. There was a counterintelligence staff which provided 
staff guidance to the rest of the organization in counterintelligence 
matters. 

May I say that the counterintelligence staff s mandate was some- 
what wider than the others because the CIA had the mandate 
within the intelligence community to maintain basic files on coun- 
terintelligence cases, counterespionage cases, originating overseas. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Was the investigation of the death of President 
Kennedy perceived as a counterintelligence-type case? 

Mr. Helms. It was not perceived in any specific terms at all that 
I recollect. It was perceived as a great national tragedy, and I 
think the feeling in the Agency was that anything it or its person- 
nel could do to help resolve the questions that prevailed at the 
time, we would try to do, whether it was counterintelligence, posi- 
tive intelligence, or what it was. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Are you able to state why the Cl staff in particu- 
lar was given this responsibility? 

Mr. Helms. Well, I think one of the more compelling reasons was 
that since it had had through the years the responsibility for 
carrying on liaison with the FBI, that it was in a better position 
and used to dealing with that Agency and therefore it was sensible 
to have them continue to. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Now prior to giving the Cl staff this responsibil- 
ity was the chief of one of the Western Hemisphere desks desig- 
nated to coordinate the flow of information at CIA headquarters? 

Mr. Helms. I believe in the early days after President Kennedy's 
demise that there was a feeling that the principal point of interest 
as far as the Agency was concerned was Mexico City, where infor- 
mation had been provided by the CIA to the rest of the Govern- 
ment that someone called Lee Harvey Oswald had been in touch 
with the Soviet and Cuban Consulates there. Once it was estab- 
lished that this investigation was going to be far more wide rang- 
ing than just Mexico City, the responsibility was transferred. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Did this particular desk officer ever complain to 
you about interference with Mr. Angleton, who was then chief of 
the Cl staff? 

Mr. Helms. I do not recall any complaint, Mr. Goldsmith. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Do you recall whether this desk officer had any 
particular responsibilities with regard to the investigation after the 
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responsibility for coordinating the investigation was transferred to 
the Cl staff? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t have any recollection of the details. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What role, if any, did Mr. McCone, who was 
then Director of Central Intelligence, have in the Agency’s investi- 
gation? 

Mr. Helms. I think that he had the role any Director would have 
had that was to see to it that sufficient manpower and funds and 
other resources of the Agency were put to work in support of the 
Warren Commission and the FBI. And I recall certainly that he 
maintained a continuing and abiding interest in these proceedings. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Was he kept regularly apprised of the develop- 
ments of the investigation? 

Mr. Helms. I would have thought that he was. I can’t tell you in 
precise detail 15 years later, but he had every opportunity 5 days a 
week at the agency staff meeting to ask any questions on his mind, 
and we had every opportunity to pass on to him anything that had 
come up we thought would be of interest. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Has Mr. McCone ever indicated to you that he 
was not satisfied with the flow of information from below upstream 
to him? 

Mr. Helms. In connection with this investigation? 

Mr. Goldsmith. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Helms. Not that I am aware of, Mr. Goldsmith. I think, if 
knowing Mr. McCone, if he had been dissatisfied he would have 
made his dissatisfaction clear and I wouldn’t have forgotten it. 

Mr. Goldsmith. You mentioned earlier that the responsibility for 
investigating this case was primarily in the hands of the FBI and 
the CIA saw itself serving as a support function. Do you think this 
division of responsibility was adequate? 

Mr. Helms. But I think it is the only way the matter could have 
been handled. I can’t conceive of its being handled any differently. 
There has to be one investigative organization in charge of an 
investigation, and I can’t see how this could have been otherwise. 
Am I missing something here? 

Mr. Goldsmith. I am not suggesting that you are missing any- 
thing, Mr. Helms. 

Mr. Helms, were there any substantive or procedural problems 
between the Bureau and the CIA in conducting the investigation? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t recall any procedural problems. As for ques- 
tions of substance, my memory is not all that clear. I don’t know 
whether there were some small disagreements about certain as- 
pects of this case or not. Certainly investigators, no matter how 
well motivated, tend to have different emphases, and it may well 
be that there were some, but nothing that looms large in my mind 
today. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Do you recall specifically whether there was any 
disagreement in the handling of the Nosenko case? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t recall any disagreement about the so-called 
handling of the Nosenko case. There was I believe a difference of 
interpretation as to what Nosenko represented. It was my impres- 
sion that the FBI had passed on what Nosenko had to say about 
Lee Harvey Oswald to the Warren Commission exactly the way 
Nosenko had given it to them, and that at a later date it was 
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necessary to point out to the Warren Commission that the bona 
fides of Mr. Nosenko had not been established. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Did the agency’s investigation reflect any work- 
ing hypotheses? By that question I mean, Did any particular aspect 
of the investigation receive emphasis? 

Mr. Helms. You mean inside the CIA? 

Mr. Goldsmith. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Helms. Oh, I think there was concern among many officers 
working on these matters that the Soviets might have been in- 
volved in this in some fashion and that the Cubans might have 
been involved in some fashion. I imagine we shared the concerns of 
the Warren Commission at the time. After all, there is a lot of give 
and take and conversation and meetings back and forth and one 
organization obviously influences the sensations of another 
organization. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Did the Agency pay particular attention to the 
area of foreign conspiracy? You made reference to Soviet involve- 
ment and Cuban involvement. Was that the primary focus? 

Mr. Helms. That was obviously a matter of prime concern and 
since Nosenko was in the Agency’s hands this became one of the 
most difficult issues to face that the Agency had ever faced. Here a 
President of the United States had been murdered and a man had 
come from the Soviet Union, an acknowledged Soviet intelligence 
officer, and said his intelligence service had never been in touch 
with this man and knew nothing about him. This strained credu- 
lity at the time. It strains it to this day. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Was all information pertinent to the Warren 
Commission’s work promptly given to the Warren Commission, Mr. 
Helms? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know how to answer that question, Mr. 
Goldsmith. I thought we made a major effort to be as cooperative 
and prompt and helpful as possible. But in recent years I have 
been through enough to recognize that you can’t make a flat state- 
ment about anything, so I don’t know. Maybe there were some 
places where it wasn’t as prompt as it should have been. But I am 
not in a position to identify them. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Are you able to state what factors generally 
governed whether information was made available to the Warren 
Commission 

Mr. Helms. I misunderstood the first part of your question. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Are you able to state what factors governed 
whether information was made available to the Warren 
Commission? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t think there were any governing factors except 
the necessity for us to be careful about our sources and methods in 
certain cases, and I believe that obstacle was gotten over by going 
down and having conversations with the Warren Commission at 
various times in order to make these points clear on what the 
issues were. I don’t believe we held anything back. 

Mr. Goldsmith. As a general rule, did you wait to receive an 
inquiry from the Commission prior to passing information on to 
the Warren Commission? 

Mr. Helms. Yes; I believe so. 



Mr. Goldsmith. Turning to another area now, to what extent, if 
any, did Mr. Dulles, former Director of the CIA, play a special role 
on the Warren Commission insofar as the Agency was concerned? 

Mr. Helms. I don't have any sensation that he played any special 
role. He obviously was in touch with the Agency on two or three 
occasions, as was only natural under the circumstances. He had 
been Director of it for a long time and he would obviously feel 
more comfortable dealing with people in the Agency than he might 
in other agencies of the Government. But I don't recall this had 
any particular force and effect as far as the conduct of the Agency 
was concerned or the conduct of the Warren Commission investiga- 
tion. 

Mr. Goldsmith. To what extent did he attempt to represent the 
interests of the CIA while serving as a member of the Warren 
Commission? 

Mr. Helms. I have no idea, Mr. Goldsmith. 

Mr. Goldsmith. At this time I would ask that Mr. Helms be 
shown JFK F-529. 

Mr. Chairman, I move for the admission into the record of JFK 
exhibit F-529. 

[Documents handed to witness.] 

Mr. Preyer. If there is no objection, exhibit F-529 will be ad- 
mitted into the record. 

Mr. Goldsmith. That's F-529. 

[Whereupon, exhibit F-529 was received.] 
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JFK Exhibit F-529 


fsmmmammmmmmmmmmammmmmmwmk 

— t\W\S\T - 


8 July 1964 


MEMORANDUM FOR: Deputy Director for Plans 

SUBJECT: Discussion with Mr. Dulles 

Re the KOSENKO Information 
on OSWALD 


1. Mr. Dulles, with whom I spoke today, recalled 
his earlier conversation with you on this subject and 
said that there were still some members of the Commis- 
sion who were concerned lest they suppress the NOSENKO 
information now only to have it surface at a future 
date. They expressed concern that this could possibly 
prejudice the entire Warren Commission report. I told 
Mr. Dulles that this concern was understandable but 
that we still felt the best course by far would be to 
omit any reference to the NOSENKO information in the 
final report. While it is conceivable that NOSENKO 
night someday be in a position to claim that he provided 
information on the KENNEDY assassination, I said that 
the difference between NOSENKO* s situation and that of 
other bona fide defectors was such that it would be. less „ 
likely that NOSENKO would be allowed to surface in this ~ 
way. I noted that if the NOSENKO information were in- 
cluded as is in the final Commission report and theii 
later the facts of NOSENKO's agent mission became public 
knowledge, this could have perhaps an even'greater nega- 
tive affect on the standing of the Commission's report. 
The only way for the Commission .'to avoid this and still 
use the information would be for them to indicate that # 
doubt existed regarding the source of the information. 

We would be opposed to this because it would signal to 
NOSENKO'is principals something of how we viewed this case 
and could also bring about renewed press and public in- 
terest in KOSENKO. 

2. Mr. Dulles and I then exchanged view's on. the 
possibility of finding language which would allude to 
the existence of other, unverified information on the 
OSWALD case. This language would permit the Commission 
to say if challenged in the future on this issue that it 
had taken the NOSENKO information into consideration in 
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the final report but at the same time it would not be 
presented in a manner which would be at variance with 
the important operational considerations we have raised. 

3. It was agreed that an effort might be made to 
find such language if Mr. Dulles is again unsuccessful in 
persuading his colleagues to eliminate any reference to 
the NOSENKO information from the report. To attempt 
this, however, we would have to know precisely in what 
context the Commission intended to make use of the 
NOSENKO information. This, Mr. Dulles will have to 
determine from Mr. Rankin. He will do this as soon as 
possible. He knows that I am leaving this week and 
therefore, will contact you as soon as he has the infor- 
mation he needs from Mr. Rankin. 

4. I have briefed C/SR/CI \ on these latest 

developments and since he and CIA office}: in my shop are 
fully cognizant of all the problems involved, they can 
work out language for your approval which hopefully will 
be satisfactory. C/SR/CI | knows Mr. Dulles and would 
be the most suitable person to work with him directly if 
this is indicated. . 



Chief, SR Divis^n 
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1. ■EMORAKDl’?-'. * OR: Chief * SR 


hi S 

^ wers to our questions appear to be quite 


co-iclcte. No really new information appears and they are consistent 
v-ith his orevious statements . Their chief value lies in the fact that 
they elaborate what he has said before concerning OSWALD in the USSR.- 
The details he provides concerning KGB involvement in the 03 vVALD 
case eliminate a number of minor obscurities which were present in 
his earlier statements but they do not change the overall picture of 
OSV/A L_D*s status and activities in the USSR. 

2. There a . some rather surprising statements in 

3 replies - and these statements may call into question all 
or part of his story. For example: 

a) he says (paragraph 5) that although the KGB recognised 
that OSWALD might have been an American agent, no n unusual 
measures’* were taken to check on this possibility since it had 
already been decided not to let him stay in the USSR. 

b) he cays (paragraph lo) that the KGB did not consider 
recruiting N-arina to report on OSYiALO ’’because she was his 
wife and it was considered dangerous to recruit a wife to report 
on her husband. '* 


/ c) he repeatedly refers 



17 


c) he repeatedly refers to KGB recognition that OSWALD 
"uas not normal'* as the reason for KGS failure to take various 
steps ^\nir}^fcpuM normally be expected to take vis -a -vie a 
foreigner like OSWALD. In other v»ords, a lack, of normality and the 
KGB’s recognition of it provide the peg for the -whole story of KGB 
handling of the OSWALD matter. 

3. Another sequence of events, as related by £3898808. is 
noteworthy. He states that Carina had no trouble marrying OSWALD 
because he was a resident of and working in the USSR, and tha t she had 
no difficulty leaving the country because she was married to a foreigner. 
This reasoning seems to overlook the fact that OSWALD had already- 
declared his intention (via mail to the US Embassy) to leave the USSll. If 
this fact were known to the KGB as we must presume it was, we would 
expect Carina’s marriage request to have been given more than routine 
consideration. 

4. Although 1 believe that the Commission would be interested in the 
entire set of questions ana answers as a follow up to the information it 
received earlier from £2899001 v * a FBI, perhaps you will think it 
not advisable to send them on at this late date* especially in view of the 
continuing doubts concerning 9989 bona fiaes . There are no 

/ specific points in 



specific points in this latest Information that change the OSWALD story 
or add significantly to it and v-ould therefore warrant separate transmittal 
to the Commission in rr.y opinion. When the results of our further checks 
into OSWALD'S arrival time in Helsinki are in, v.e might send along ualh 
them jeMMBBBM* statement that a 2-4 day delay in. obtaining a Soviet 
tourist visa is not uncommon. 


C/SR/CI/Research 
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Mr. Goldsmith. I would ask that you skim through exhibit 
F-529, Mr Helms, paying particular attention, however, to para- 
graph No. 3. 

Mr. Helms. Yes; I have read paragraph 3. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Does this exhibit, Mr Helms, refresh your 
memory on the extent to which Mr. Dulles may have represented 
CIA interests while serving as a member of the Warren 
Commission? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t read that memorandum that way Mr. Gold- 
smith. I read this memorandum to say that since the Agency was 
not able to, what shall we say, vouch for the bona fides of Mr. 
Nosenko, that this was going to have an effect on the Commission 
report and what the Commission had to say and the point at issue 
here, if I read this correctly, was how best to have the Commission 
word its report, come to its conclusions without leaving itself hang- 
ing on a limb on the basis of the fact that they thought that Mr. 
Nosenko was bona fide when in fact this had not been demon- 
strated. That is the way I read this memorandum. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I certainly understand what the central issue is. 
My question is whether Mr. Dulles was attempting to represent the 
Agency views to the Warren Commission. 

Mr. Helms. I don’t get that from reading this exhibit. I believe in 
reading the material that you have made available to me that the 
gentleman who signed this memorandum made that deposition 
before you, and I assume that you asked him what he thought 
about it. Did he give a different answer? 

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, I am sorry but I am not in a position 
today to answer your questions. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my initial line of inquiry. I would 
defer to you at this time, sir. 

Mr. Preyer. The Chair recognizes Congressman Stokes for such 
time as he may consume for the questioning of the witness. 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good morning, Ambasssador Helms. 

Mr. Helms. Good morning, Mr. Stokes. 

Chairman Stokes. Mr. Helms, I wonder if you would tell us what 
role, if any, you played with regard to Mr. Nosenko. 

Mr. Helms. When Nosenko defected in Geneva and came to the 
United States, or was brought to the United States, in my position 
as Deputy Director for Plans, I obviously was involved in the basic 
decisions that were going to have to be made or were made in now 
and the past involving the interrogation of him, his handling, and 
what we would do with respect to finding out what he represented 
and what information he had to purvey. 

Chairman Stokes. So would it be fair to say that right from the 
very beginning of the initial contact with him, right on through his 
custodial period here in the States, that you were constantly in 
charge of that situation? 

Mr. Helms. No; I was not constantly in charge of it. In fact, I 
was not in charge of it from the first day because I do not think 
any Deputy Director regards himself as being in charge of any- 
thing when he has a Director who is really in charge, plus the fact 
there were other members of the Interagency Defector Committee 
which is composed of other agencies of Government interested in 



20 


these matters. They also have a say in what happens with respect 
to these things. So I certainly was involved with decisions on 
Nosenko from beginning to end, but I was not the controlling 
authority at all times. 

Chairman Stokes. There were three major agency reports that 
were written in regard to the Nosenko case; specifically there was 
a report in 1968 issued by the Soviet Russia Division, another 
report later in 1968 called the Office of Security report, and then a 
third report in 1976, referred to as the Hart report. 

Would you tell us whether you are familiar with all three of 
these reports? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t recall any longer whether I read the first two 
or whether I was simply briefed on their contents. The Hart report 
I have never seen. I left the agency in early February 1973 and I 
have had no substantive connections with it since. 

Chairman Stokes. During his defection in 1964 and upon his 
arrival in the United States was Yuri Nosenko in the custody of 
the CIA? 

Mr. Helms. I am sorry, I missed the question. 

Chairman Stokes. I was asking precisely during his defection in 
1964 and upon his arrival in the United States, was Yuri Nosenko 
in the custody of the CIA? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, he was. That was an accepted procedure under 
the functioning of the Interagency Defector Committee that defec- 
tors that came to this country were handled by the CIA, through 
the interrogation period, resettling period, whatever had to be done 
to them. 

Chairman Stokes. Is that the legal authority under which he 
was being detained? 

Mr. Helms. No. I think that perhaps, Mr. Chairman, if you 
would not mind, I would like to answer that question a little bit 
more fully. If you would indulge me. 

Chairman Stokes. Certainly. 

Mr. Helms. Two days ago, on September 20, 1978, I received a 
transcript of my testimony before this committee in executive ses- 
sion on August 9. While reviewing that transcript I noted that, 
although I am not a lawyer, I characterized Mr. Yuri Nosenko’s 
legal status with the CIA between 1964 and 1969 in a number of 
different ways. Since this is an area of obvious interest to the 
committee, I would like to take this opportunity to describe my 
understanding in somewhat greater detail as to what Mr. Nosen- 
ko’s legal status with the Central Intelligence Agency was. 

As I say, I am neither a lawyer nor a judge, so I was not 
prepared to draw any legal conclusions about Mr. Nosenko’s tenure 
with the Central Intelligence Agency. I’m sorry, I am not prepared. 

On January 23, 1964, in Geneva, Switzerland, Mr. Nosenko re- 
quested that he be permitted to defect to the West. Mr. Nosenko’s 
request, I believe, was accompanied by a claim that he could give a 
comprehensive report on Lee Harvey Oswald's contacts in connec- 
tion with the KGB during Oswald’s stay in the Soviet Union be- 
tween 1959 and 1962. 

It is difficult to overstate the significance that Yuri Nosenko’s 
defection assumed in the investigation of President Kennedy’s as- 
sassination. If Mr. Nosenko turned out to be a bona fide defector, if 



21 


his information were to be believed, then we could conclude that 
the KGB and the Soviet Union had nothing to do with Lee Harvey 
Oswald in 1963 and therefore had nothing to do with President 
Kennedy's murder. 

If, on the other hand, Mr. Nosenko had been programed in 
advance by the KGB to minimize KGB connections with Oswald, if 
Mr. Nosenko was giving us false information about Oswald's con- 
tacts with the KGB in 1959 to 1962, it was fair for us to surmise 
that there may have been an Oswald-KGB connection in November 
1963, more specifically that Oswald was acting as a Soviet agent 
when he shot President Kennedy. 

If it were shown that Oswald was in fact acting as a Soviet agent 
when he shot President Kennedy, the consequences to the United 
States of America and, indeed, to the world, would have been 
staggering. Thus, it became a matter of the utmost importance to 
this Government to determine the bona Tides of Mr. Yuri Nosenko. 
Mr. Nosenko arrived in the country in February 1964. By the end 
of March it was clear to us that the task of evaluating Mr. Nosen- 
ko's credibility would not be easy. 

On April 2, 1964, as Deputy Director of Plans, I, along with 
David Murphy, Chief of the Soviet Bloc Division, and Mr. Lawrence 
R. Houston, the General Counsel to the CIA, met with Mr. Nicho- 
las Katzenbach, then Deputy Attorney General of the United 
States; Mr. J. Walter Yeagley, Chief of the Internal Security Divi- 
sion of the Justice Department; Mr. William E. Foley, who was 
then Mr. Yeagley's First Assistant in the Internal Security Divi- 
sion; and Mr. Harold F. Riese from the Office of Legal Counsel in 
the Justice Department. 

The meeting took place in Mr. Katzenbach’s office in the Justice 
Department. The purpose of the meeting was to define Mr. Nosen- 
ko's legal status in the United States and to anticipate what kind 
of legal problems might arise in connection with the Agency's 
ongoing custody of Mr. Nosenko. 

The Agency provided me a copy of the memorandum for the 
record written by Mr. Lawrence Houston describing this meeting 
on April 2, 1964, and a second memorandum which reflects the 
substance of a telephone call from Mr. Foley on the following day, 
April 3, 1964. These documents were in part declassified by the 
Agency on September 18, 1978, and I would like to make them part 
of the record of these proceedings. 

During the meeting of April 2, 1964, the Department of Justice 
was fully informed of Mr. Nosenko's status with the Agency and 
the Department's opinion was requested as to the scope of the 
Agency’s ongoing authority with respect to Mr. Nosenko. 

As Mr. Houston's memorandums relate, Mr. Nosenko's technical 
status in the United States was one of “exclusion and parole," 
which means that the Immigration and Naturalization Service had 
technically excluded Mr. Nosenko from the United States but had 
also temporarily “paroled him" to the custody of the Central Intel- 
ligence Agency. 

It is my understanding that the terms of the parole provided that 
Mr. Nosenko would remain in the custody of the Agency unless it 
was determined whether Mr. Nosenko should be deported or 
whether he should be permitted to settle in the United States. 



22 


If Mr. Nosenko violated the terms of the parole, he would be 
deported. As these memorandums indicate, it was the opinion of 
the Justice Department that the Agency was free “to take any 
action necessary to carry out the terms of the parole.” That opin- 
ion was expressed to us in the meeting of April 2, 1964, and 
repeated to us the following day by way of a telephone call from 
Mr. Foley, who had been requested by Mr. Katzenbach to check 
and to confirm the Department’s legal opinion. 

In addition to the Justice Department, the Interagency Commit- 
tee on Defectors was also fully informed of Mr. NosenkoV status. 
The agency and that committee concurred, I believe, with the legal 
position adopted by the Department of Justice. The Interagency 
Committee on Defectors was the Government body which was 
formed in order to preside over the care, feeding, and general 
treatment of defectors. 

That committee is composed of representatives from the Central 
Intelligence Agency, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the De- 
fense Intelligence Agency, the National Security Agency, the De- 
partment of State, and the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service. 

As the Rockefeller Commission report indicated, Mr. Nosenko’s 
confinement — and I quote from the report, “was approved by the 
Director of Central Intelligence, the Director of the FBI, the Attor- 
ney General, and the U.S. Intelligence Board; selected Members of 
the Congress were also aware to some extent of the confinement.” 

End of quotation and end of my statement. 

Chairman Stokes. So then, do I understand that based upon that 
meeting it was your opinion then that this man was being held 
legally and not in violation of law? 

Mr. Helms. It was our opinion that — I don’t know, I am not a 
lawyer, I have to be careful of my words — but let me just say it was 
our impression we had the authority to hold him as we were 
holding him. 

Chairman Stokes. At the time you testified to our committee 
here in executive session, is that what you said to us? 

Mr. Helms. No. I say, when I went through the transcript of my 
testimony that day on August 9, I found that I characterized his 
confinement in various ways, so I composed this statement in order 
to straighten the matter out as we understood it. 

Chairman Stokes. Now, can you recall what Mr. Katzenbach 
said in that meeting? You were present and Mr. Katzenbach was 
present; right? 

Mr. Helms. Yes. 

Chairman Stokes. Can you tell the committee what Mr. Katzen- 
bach said on that occasion about the situation? 

Mr. Helms. What we remember about this, Mr. Stokes, is pretty 
well encompassed in here, that we shared with him the problem we 
had in connection with Mr. Nosenko. We identified to him why the 
problem was very serious. We pointed out that there might be 
difficulties in connection with holding him. Suppose that Mr. No- 
senko got a lawyer; then what did we do about it? How did we ever 
establish what his bona fides were? 

In other words, we had a whole series of problems which we were 
sharing with the Justice Department in an effort to get some help 
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or assistance, how we ought to go about this matter and ascertain 
what our authorities to do it were. That was the purpose of the 
meeting. But 15 years later I certainly do not remember direct 
quotations, from either Mr. Katzenbach or myself. 

Chairman Stokes. But it would be fair to characterize the situa- 
tion as saying that he did make comment upon the situation and 
give you advice? 

Mr. Helms. That is right. 

Chairman Stokes. Now, Mr. Helms, yesterday Mr. Katzenbach 
appeared before this committee and testified in the same hearing 
room. I want to read to you from the transcript of that testimony 
and then ask for your comment: 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. Katzenbach, Mr. Sawyer asked you about the decision to sign off for Mr. 
Nosenko. Can you tell us whom it was that came to you and asked for your 
permission to begin the interrogation of Nosenko? 

Mr. Katzenbach. I don’t recall anybody doing so, Mr. Chairman. I understand 
that Mr. Helms had a conversation with me or thinks he recalls he had a conversa- 
tion with me on it. I have no recollection of that conversation, but perhaps his 
recollection is better than mine. I don’t know. I don’t recall any such conversation. 

Chairman Stokes. Was this your testimony, that you don’t recall anyone talking 
to you about it? 

Mr. Katzenbach. Yes, sir, that is my testimony. 

Chairman Stokes. At any time? 

Mr. Katzenbach. At any time. 

Chairman Stokes. How did you learn of it? 

Mr. Katzenbach. I learned of it when the gentleman writing a book called me up 
about 3 or 4 months ago or 6 months ago, and asked me about it. And I said, who is 
Nosenko? 

Chairman Stokes. That would be Mr. Epstein? 

Mr. Katzenbach. Yes, sir, Edward J. Epstein, right. And that was the first time 
that I heard of it, to my recollection. 

Chairman Stokes. So, then, so that the record is patently clear on this point, 
during your tenure you knew absolutely nothing at all of this situation? 

Mr. Katzenbach. Nothing that I can recall at this time. It was quite a while ago, 
but I have absolutely no recollection of Mr. Nosenko or anything to do with him 
during that period of time. 

Chairman Stokes. While you held the office that you held, were you at any time 
requested to give your approval to treating any defector in this manner? 

Mr. Katzenbach. No, sir. The only connections that I can recall with the CIA at 
all fell into two categories. One was when they wished to wiretap or some electronic 
device to be put within this country they came to me, and the only other thing was 
whenever they wanted a book suppressed they came to me and I told them not to do 
it. 

Chairman Stokes. Told them what? 

Mr. Katzenbach. Told them not to do it, that there was not any way you were 
going to do it. Those were the only ways, at least offhand, when I— none that I 
recall as Deputy. A little bit I guess at the time of the Cuban missile crisis and 
perhaps some at the time of the Cuban prisoner exchange, but I had very little 
connection with the CIA. And I don’t recall except for those occasions their ever 
asking me any legal advice whatsoever, perhaps for good reason. 

Chairman Stokes. Are you absolutely certain that you cannot recall any conver- 
sation with Mr. Helms about Nosenko? 

Mr. Katzenbach. I am certain that I don’t recall it, yes, sir. I can’t flatly deny 
such a conversation occurred, but I have no recollection of it. It is quite a while ago 
and I believe if it was as dramatic as put by Congressman Sawyer, I would remem- 
ber it. I was simply informed that somebody was being questioned. There was a 
potential defector, I might not recall that. 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you. 

Any other questions? 

Mr. Sawyer. 

Mr. Sawyer. Yes. 

Mr. Katzenbach, I don’t know whether you were informed of the details of the 
situation, but we had testimony by a spokesman for the CIA so that it is not just a 
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statement of some employee or something. He was designated by the present Direc- 
tor to come here and present the story because he was supposed to be the most 
familiar with it since he had reviewed it for the CIA. 

He stated in substance, Mr. Nosenko was taken into custody in this country by 
the CIA after defection or after alleged defection, held in a so-called safe house on a 
diet of tea and porridge twice a day, was allowed no reading material. The guards 
were instructed neither to talk to him or smile to him. He was subjected to 48 hours 
at a crack interrogation. This being while they built a separate facility somewhere 
else in the country; namely, a device described by him as a bank vault, and then 
built a house around the bank vault to put this man in and then kept him there 
under the equivalent of some 3 years with that kind of thing, 1,277 days to be 
specific, at which point they finally gave up and gave him some emolument and put 
him on their payroll and let him go. 

And then they gave as their — I questioned on the authority to do a thing like 
that. Did they have any kind of process, and they said other than the fact that Mr. 
Helms had conferred with you and gotten your OK, that this would be legal. 

And I just found it awfully difficult to believe that. And that is why — and I don’t 
imagine it would be the kind of thing that you would be asked to OK enough that 
you would not rather clearly remember the incident if it had occurred. 

Mr. Katzenbach. If the facts that you have just set forth to me, Congressman, 
had ever been made known to me, I would recollect it, I am certain; and I would 
hope to goodness I would not have given the legal advice that is claimed. 

Mr. Saywer. It makes me feel better about it. Thank you. 

That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Having heard Mr. Katzenbach’s testimony of yesterday, can you 
reconcile his testimony to this committee with your statement just 
read to this committee? 

Mr. Helms. I can only say, Mr. Stokes, that it is very hard to 
reconcile. I think the basic point at issue here is really whether the 
meeting with him took place at all. What happened after the 
meeting is something he was not responsible for as far as I am 
aware. 

Let me read to you the memorandum for the record which Mr. 
Lawrence R. Houston, the General Counsel of CIA, wrote on April 
3, 1964. I have a copy in front of me. It is headed Memorandum for 
the Record and the subject is the Nosenko case. 

It reads: 

Mr. Helms, Mr. Murphy, and I met with Mr. Nicholas deB. Katzenbach, J. Walter 
Yeagley, William E. Foley, and Harold F. Ries, on April 2, 1964. Mr. Helms outlined 
the problems foreseeable in our future relations with Nosenko and asked the opin- 
ion of the Justice representatives on what we could do to control the situation. I 
pointed out that his technical status is one of exclusion and parole— or more 
technically, deferment and parole. 

Paragraph 2: 

After some discussion, Mr. Foley stated it was his opinion that Agency representa- 
tives could take any action necessary to carry out the terms of the parole. Mr. 
Katzenbach asked Mr. Foley to check this and let me know and Mr. Foley later 
confirmed this position by telephone. 

I in turn, after the meeting, reviewed the parole agreement and provided an 
interpretation thereof for Director of Security, a copy of which is attached hereto. 
Also, I informed Mr. Foley of this interpretation. Signed, Lawrence R. Houston, 
General Counsel. 

The attachment is a memorandum also dated April 3, 1964. It is 
signed by Lawrence R. Houston, General Counsel. It is a memoran- 
dum for the director of security. That would be the officer who was 
the director of the security office of the Central Intelligence 
Agency. The subject is Parole status of defectors: 

On 2 April 1964, we had a discussion with the Department of Justice on the status 
of aliens whose inspection by INS — 
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that is the Immigration and Naturalization Service, I interpret 
here so there will not be a lack of clarity — 

whose inspection by INS is deferred upon arrival at our request and who are then 
paroled to this Agency. It was the position of the Department of Justice that we 
were responsible for taking any action necessary to carry out the terms of the 
parole. 

That, I believe, is paragraph 1 of this memorandum, Mr. Stokes. 
The balance of the memorandum has been excised and therefore is 
not on the sheet there. 

Chairman Stokes. Then, in light of the document which you 
have just read and along with your other testimony, then obviously 
the statement of Mr. Katzenbach to this committee yesterday could 
not be true, could it? 

Mr. Helms. No; I am afraid it is not. 

Mr. Preyer. Chairman Stokes, may I interrupt? 

Chairman Stokes. Certainly. 

Mr. Helms. I would like to say, because I would like to be clear 
with this committee, that I asked my attorney to be in touch with 
Mr. Katzenbach some weeks ago in connection with this matter. It 
is reflected in his testimony that it was brought to his attention 
that I had this meeting with him. I did not want to have this 
committee think I pulled this as a surprise on Mr. Katzenbach and 
he came down here innocently and had no opportunity to review 
the facts if he cared to. 

Chairman Stokes. Then he was appropriately advised prior to 
his appearance here yesterday of the memorandums you just read? 

Mr. Helms. 1 don't know that he was advised of the memoran- 
dums, but he was advised certainly of our recollection of this 
meeting. 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Preyer. Mr. Helms, I understand that you are requesting 
that this document be made a part of the record. I would like to 
ask the clerk if she will mark it as an exhibit so that we can enter 
it into the record at this point. 

Mr. Helms. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, as a point of clarity, is it just these memoranda 
that you want to make a part of the record? My statement is in the 
transcript so I don't think that is necessary. I think these are the 
two documents. 

Mr. Preyer. The document will be marked as exhibit F-413 and 
made a part of the record at this point. 

[The information follows:] 
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JFK Exhibit F-413 


3 April 1964 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 
SUBJECT: Nossenko Case 


1. Mr. Helms, Mr. Murphy and I met with Mr. Nicholas 
deB. Katzenbach, Mr. J. Walter Yeagley, Mr. William E. Foley, 
and Mr. Harold F. Reis on the Nossenko case on 2 April 1964. 

-Mr. Helms outlined the problems forseeable in our future relations 
with Nossenko and asked the opinion of the Justice representatives 
on what we could do to control the situation. I pointed out that his 
technical status was one of exclusion and parole (or more technically 
deferment of inspection and parole). 

2. After some discussion, Mr. Foley stated it was his opinion 
that Agency representatives could take any action necessary to carry 
out the terms of the parole. Mr. Katzenbach asked Mr. F6ley to 
check this and let me know and Mr. Foley later confirmed this position, 
by telephone. I, in turn, after the meeting reviewed the parole agree- 
ment and provided an interpretation thereof for the Director of Security, 
a copy of which is attached hereto. Also I informed Mr. Foley of this 
interpretation. 

/_$/ J- 

LAWRENCE R. HOUSTON 
General Counsel 


Att. 



Declassified 19 September 1978 
by Anthony A. Lapham, General 
Counsel 
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3 April 1964 
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MEMORANDUM FOR; Director of Security 
SUBJECT: Parole Status of Defectors 


1. On 2 April 1964 we had a discussion with the Department 
of Justice on the status of aliens whose inspection by I&NS is deferred 
upon arrival at our request and who are then paroled to this Agency. 

It was the position of the Department of Justice that we were responsible 
for taking any action necessary to carry out the terms of the parole. 


Declassified (paragraph 1 only) 
19 September 1978 by Anthony A. 
Lapham, General Counsel. 



Q. 



/s/ Lawrence R. Houston. 

LAWRENCE R. HOUSTON 
General Counsel 
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Chairman Stokes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Now, Mr. Helms, I note that the memorandum does not give any 
indication from which Mr. Katzenbach would be able to draw the 
conclusion with reference to the way that the CIA intended to treat 
this man. That is not in that memorandum, is it? 

Mr. Helms. No, it is not in the memorandum as of the time that 
the meeting with Mr. Katzenbach was held. Deliberations were 
still going on inside the Agency as to what exactly to do about Mr. 
Nosenko, and as things developed over the months, I don’t think 
that Mr. Katzenbach can be held responsible for that and I have no 
reason to want to involve him in it. 

Chairman Stokes. Is it fair also to say that in all probability he 
was never informed of the way this man was treated? 

Mr. Helms. In all probability, that is correct. 

Chairman Stokes. Now, how long did Mr. Nosenko remain in 
CIA custody? 

Mr. Helms. I think all told, I think it was from 1964 when he 
defected until he was resettled with the new identity which I 
believe was in 1969 or 1970. 

Chairman Stokes. Can you tell us what unit within the CIA had 
the primary responsibility for handling Mr. Nosenko in 1964? 

Mr. Helms. My recollection is that the office of security was 
given the responsibility for his housekeeping, his care, his feeding, 
his guarding, and that the Soviet bloc division had the responsibil- 
ity for his interrogation. 

Chairman Stokes. Did the Soviet Russia division continue to 
have responsibility for questioning Nosenko until he was released 
from CIA custody in 1969? 

Mr. Helms. No. I believe that it was in 1967 that the decision 
was made or, I made the decision if you would prefer that, that the 
case simply could not go on in that fashion, it had to be resolved. 

Therefore, a change was made. Nosenko was turned over to an 
officer in the office of security who had made an examination of 
the case. He felt that he could get along well with Nosenko and 
that possibly he could, if he couldn’t solve the problem of his bona 
fides, at least he might be able to solve the problem of how we 
were going to resettle him on the American scene. 

I was rather puzzled by some of Mr. Hart’s testimony the other 
day before this committee. He seemed to go into lurid detail about 
Nosenko’s treatment, but when it came time to make his contribu- 
tion to the purposes of the committee hearing, in other words, what 
Nosenko knew about Oswald, he had no clarification to make and 
nothing to contribute. 

Yet he was here as the official representative of the Director of 
Central Intelligence, as I understand it. It was almost as though 
his purpose was to use his testimony before this committee to 
excoriate some of his former colleagues for the handling of the 
Nosenko case. 

In any event, I never heard of the note alleged to have been 
handwritten by the “Deputy Chief of the Soviet Bloc Division” 
using such sensational terms as “liquidate the man, commit him to 
a looney bin,” et cetera. These options were never presented to me, 
were never entertained by me, and were never considered. 
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The problem was to resettle Nosenko in American society and 
this is what the Agency did. Any other assertions are false as far 
as I personally am aware. I would not like to see perpetuated on 
indefinitely into the history of this country that there was any 
consideration given by senior officials of the Agency to those op- 
tions that were identified in this lurid, handwritten memorandum. 
I don't know how the thing happened to get written. I don't know 
how it happened to be held in the files. I don’t know how it 
happened to be part of Mr. Hart’s role to bring it down here, but in 
any event, I want to put to rest once and for all that this was never 
considered. 

Chairman Stokes. Now you have mentioned a security officer. 
When did the security officer assume the responsibility for han- 
dling Nosenko? 

Mr. Helms. My recollection Mr. Stokes, is that it was about 1967, 
some time in 1967. 

Chairman Stokes. So at that time would they have assumed 
primary responsibility and taken it away then from the Soviet 
bloc? 

Mr. Helms. Well, they assumed primary responsibility. I think 
that is the fair thing. I had asked Adm. Rufus Taylor, who sadly 
died the other day but who became Deputy Director of Central 
Intelligence after I was made Director, to make it his personal 
responsibility to look into all aspects of the Nosenko case in an 
effort to get it resolved. 

He had done a lot of work on this case and one of his recommen- 
dations as I recall it was that this be turned over to the office of 
security and that we try an entirely different approach. 

Chairman Stokes. Can you tell us why the responsibility for 
handling Nosenko in terms of questioning was transferred from the 
SR people over to the security officer? 

Mr. Helms. It was just another approach we were attempting. In 
other words, we wanted to take him away from those people who 
had been interrogating him and see if a quiet, solicitous, and, let’s 
say, favorable approach were used, that we might be able to solve 
the problem of his bona fides but at least get him in the frame of 
mind where we could resettle him. 

Chairman Stokes. How long a period of time was Nosenko actu- 
ally held in this status? 

Mr. Helms. Well, during the period of 1964 to 1967 he was held 
under Spartan circumstances. In 1967 when he was turned over to 
the office of security he was moved to a safe house where he 
certainly was in confinement but lived under very comfortable 
conditions, perhaps as well as anybody in this room. 

Chairman Stokes. Now, during that 3-year period, and I suppose 
you would say it is 3 years he was held in confinement, as a basis 
of Mr. Hart’s testimony a few days ago, I posed the question to him 
that the man was actually being held in jail, wasn’t he. His answer 
was substantially yes. 

How would you characterize the period? 

Mr. Helms. I find no fault with that characterization. 

Chairman Stokes. Initially, can you tell us how the individuals 
who handled Mr. Nosenko for the SR division had been selected? 
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Mr. Helms. When the defection took place in Geneva, or at least 
before it took place, two officers were sent to Geneva to talk to Mr. 
Nosenko. One was a high officer in the SR division and the other 
was a case officer who not only spoke fluent Russian but had had a 
great deal of experience in handling Soviet agent cases and this 
seemed to be a good team as far as those in charge thought at the 
time, and so did I. 

Chairman Stokes. Can you tell us how knowledgeable or how 
expert they were in terms of the Oswald case? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t have any recollection of that any more, Mr. 
Stokes. I don't think that we chose them because of their knowl- 
edgeability in the Oswald case initially. The issue was to decide 
about the defection of this man in the first place. 

The Oswald matter really hadn’t gotten viable until it was indi- 
cated he knew something about it, and then when we got him to 
the United States, what he knew about it. Actually, I think that it 
may be of interest to the committee that in attempting to establish 
the bona fides of someone, it is necessary to have information in 
some depth of the facts about which they are talking. 

With respect to Nosenko, we put people who were knowledgeable 
about the Soviet Union and Soviet mores, and so forth, on the case 
because we had more information about those things and could 
check his statements out much better than if we were using some- 
thing about Lee Harvey Oswald. He had been in the Soviet Union 
and we knew very little about him, because I would like to remind 
you, Mr. Stokes, that what is known about Lee Harvey Oswald 
today was certainly not known in early 1964. This is all material 
that has been developed since. 

I think one has to be fair with history that when we go back to 
February 1964, the knowledgeability of anybody in the Government 
on Lee Harvey Oswald was very limited, even more limited than it 
is now. 

Chairman Stokes. Wouldn’t I understand that first they did 
know he was a KGB officer at the time he came to you; correct? 

Mr. Helms. That is what he told us. 

Chairman Stokes. You did know that Oswald had been in 
Russia, did you not? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, we knew that he had been in Russia, certainly. 

Chairman Stokes. And a part of your responsibility to the 
Warren Commission was to give them such information as came to 
your knowledge regarding Oswald in Russia, was it not? 

Mr. Helms. Certainly, Mr. Stokes. 

Chairman Stokes. And in establishing this man’s bona fides, 
would it not be logical that you would want to know everything he 
knew about Oswald as a part of the interrogation process so that 
you might establish his bona fides through that? 

Mr. Helms. But I thought that he was asked about what he knew 
about Oswald. I thought there were four or five interrogations, one 
by the FBI and some by us during this period. Am I wrong? 

Chairman Stokes. Well, he was under the custody of the CIA. 
You have told us that. 

Mr. Helms. But other people had access to him. The FBI was 
given access to them. We gave other people access to these people if 
they requested it. It was the FBI’s statement to the Warren Com- 
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mission quoting Nosenko based on their own interrogation that led 
me weeks later to go down and talk with the Chief Justice of the 
United States and point out with him that we could not go bail, we 
could not vouch for the bona fides of this man, and therefore we 
could not vouch for his statement. 

Chairman Stokes. Yes, and this was the precise problem that 
you were confronted with. You knew you had an important issue 
on your hands, didn’t you? 

Mr. Helms. Certainly. 

Chairman Stokes. And it was extremely important by virtue of 
the high level conference which you had had, which you referred to 
this morning, that you had been able to establish his bona fides; 
isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Helms. We were doing our best to do so. 

Chairman Stokes. So it is in that area, then, I would think, that 
you would want to see the top interrogators, not only those expert 
in interrogating with reference to the Soviet Union, but also about 
events in the Soviet Union such as Oswald would be important to 
you to have him interrogated about? 

Mr. Helms. Well, sir, I was not present at these interrogations 
and I don’t know the exact questions. I assume there is a record 
available someplace. But it seems to me that in posing this ques- 
tion this way, to me it is damned if you do and damned if you 
don’t. You are damned if you hold a fellow too long and treat him 
badly because you would like to find out what he does know about 
Oswald, and you are damned the other way if you have not dug his 
teeth out to find out what he knows about Oswald. 

I don’t know sir, the answer. If we had to do it over, I don’t know 
what we would do. We would probably do it differently, but I don’t 
know how we would have arrived at the truth in the space of time 
we had available to us. 

You may recall from the record that Mr. Nosenko, at the time he 
defected and before, was a very heavy drinker. One of the problems 
we had with him during his first period of time in the United 
States was he didn’t want to do anything except drink and carouse. 
We had problems with him in an incident in Baltimore where he 
started punching up a bar and so forth. 

One of the reasons to hold him in confinement was to get him 
away from the booze and settle him down and see if we could make 
some sense with him. The fact that he may have been held too long 
was therefore deplorable, but nevertheless we were doing our best. 

Chairman Stokes. Well, in light of what you are now saying to 
us about the fact that you are damned if you do and damned if you 
don’t, was it important to you that you be kept informed regularly 
of everything that he was saying and everything that he was doing, 
et cetera? 

Mr. Helms. Mr. Stokes, I felt that certainly I should be kept 
generally informed, but during the period of the Warren Commis- 
sion, they are the ones who should be kept informed, the FBI 
should be kept informed, and that after the Warren Commission 
had made its report and things then were not guided by their 
investigation, we still went on with the job of attempting to find 
out what this man represented. 
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Chairman Stokes. But if, as you say, as you have just indicated, 
the Warren Commission needed to be informed and so forth, and 
wasn’t it your direct responsibility to inform the commission? 

Mr. Helms. But I thought I did. I thought I told them that we 
couldn’t establish his bona Tides. 

Chairman Stokes. Well, in order for you to be able to communi- 
cate with the Warren Commission, you had to get information from 
some source, didn’t you? 

Mr. Helms. Yes. 

Chairman Stokes. So my question to you is: What direction did 
you give those under you as to how often you were to be briefed, 
how often you ought to be given the results of the interrogation or 
whatever was occurring with this man? 

Mr. Helms. Certainly I stayed current to that extent. If there 
had been the slightest intimation that we were prepared to vouch 
for his bona fides or that the interrogation reached that point, it 
would have been brought to me immediately. 

I think that if I don’t any longer recall the exact date, but I 
think it was in June or something of 1964, that after getting the 
permission of the Director of Central Intelligence, Mr. McCone, I 
went to see the Chief Justice privately to point out to him what 
our difficulties in this matter were. It seems to me I was as forth- 
coming as a man could be. 

What else could I do? What else should I have done? 

Chairman Stokes. What did you tell him about your difficulties? 
What were they? 

Mr. Helms. I told him we were not able to satisfy ourselves that 
the man was what he was purported to be, that the jobs that he 
had held were the ones that he really did hold, that there were 
inconsistencies in his testimony, that what he had to say about the 
Oswald case didn’t make sense to us, and that, therefore, I simply 
wanted to point out to the Chief Justice that I was sorry but 
whatever the FBI had given him or given the Commission about 
what Mr. Nosenko had said about Mr. Lee Harvey Oswald, that I 
felt he should take into consideration the fact that we could not 
vouch for his bona Tides and therefore they should not take at full 
strength what he said. It was up to them to make their evaluation, 
but I felt we owed this to him. 

Chairman Stokes. In order for you to tell the Chief Justice that, 
how often had you been briefed? 

Mr. Helms. I have no recollection any longer, Mr. Stokes. 

Chairman Stokes. In terms of the interrogation that took place 
of Oswald, I’m sorry, Nosenko, were the interrogators instructed to 
pose a large number of questions relative to Oswald to Nosenko? 

Mr. Helms. Mr. Stokes, there was no issue more central in those 
days than an effort to straighten out this business about Oswald. 

But I would submit in evidence, I don’t know whether you have 
been an interrogator, sir, but there are so many questions you can 
ask about based on the information that was known about Oswald 
at the time. 

If my facts are straight, the information about Oswald that was 
known was that he had gone to the Soviet Union, that he ex- 
pressed a desire to give up his citizenship. That is what he told the 
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American Embassy. He had gone to Minsk, married a Russian girl, 
which was suspicious in its own right. 

He then decided to come back to the United States and virtually 
disappeared, but it was not the CIA's jurisdiction to keep an eye on 
him in the United States and the amount of information available 
at that time based on which one could make an interrogation was 
pretty thin for the simple reason that how were we going to find 
out in the Soviet Union what Oswald had done there except from 
his own statements? 

We had no independent means of verification. We didn't have 
that good an organization inside the Soviet Union. We had no 
means of following up on these leads. 

Chairman Stokes. In light of your statements in this context, let 
me cite to you the testimony of Mr. Hart to this committee and get 
your comment on that. 

Mr. Hart, with reference to the matter of whether Nosenko was 
being incarcerated or being questioned, said to this committee this: 

Mr. Hart. Insofar as I can tell, the assumption among the top leadership of the 
agency was that during this period of incarceration Mr. Nosenko was being ques- 
tioned or interrogated. 

That is flatly contrary to the facts because although he was incarcerated for 1,277 
days, on only 292 days was he in part questioned. We do not, it is difficult to tell 
just how many hours of questioning there took place on those 292 days when he 
actually was questioned. The rest of the time, which is 77 percent of the total time 
of incarceration, he was left entirely unoccupied and was not being questioned. 
There was, in other words, no effort being made to get at more information which 
he might have. 

Do you agree with that statement? 

Mr. Helms. I have no comment to make on it. Mr. Hart, I gather, 
was appointed by Director George Bush in 1976 to look into the 
whole Nosenko case. I have been informed of that in recent times. I 
assume he looked into it fairly and squarely. I would assume also 
that this committee has talked thoroughly with all the interroga- 
tors and has verified independently whether these facts are true or 
not. I have no capacity for doing that. 

Chairman Stokes. So you take no issue with that statement? 

Mr. Helms. None. I don't know its merits one way or the other. 

Chairman Stokes. Then I take it from that you in no way contest 
the statement of Mr. Hart? 

Mr. Helms. I have no basis for contesting it, Mr. Stokes. I mean, 
he has a record there. I simply was saying that I have no independ- 
ent verification of the number of days he was interrogated. I would 
assume, though, that the committee does have an independent 
verification because I believe that the interrogators are still alive 
and I assume the committee has talked to them. 

Is this correct? 

Chairman Stokes. I think that is substantially correct, yes. 

Mr. Helms, in January 1968 when the SR division report con- 
cerning Nosenko was issued, what was the Agency's position re- 
garding Mr. Nosenko's bona Tides? 

Mr. Helms. There were those in the agency who believed he was 
bona fide and there were those in the agency who did not. I never 
recall having resolved the case in my own mind one way or the 
other. My preoccupation at the time was to get Mr. Nosenko reset- 
tled. If there were those who felt there was a reasonable chance he 
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was bona fide, that was all right with me, but as far as I am aware, 
I never signed off on any document or made any final decisions 
about his bona fides. 

If you have a document, I would appreciate seeing it because I 
have not been shown one, and if my recollection is not accurate, I 
don’t want to mislead this committee. I want to be absolutely fair 
and truthful and forthcoming. 

Chairman Stokes. Perhaps it may help refresh your recollection 
that at the time the committee took your testimony previously, Mr. 
Goldsmith asked you the question: “Is it not a fact that the SR 
report of 1968 indicated that in fact Mr. Nosenko was not a bona 
fide defector?” Your answer at that time was: “I don’t remember 
firsthand what the thrust of the report was.” 

So I take it, then, that your testimony today is that you still do 
not recall? 

Mr. Helms. No. But I am sorry, I must have misunderstood your 
earlier question. I am sorry. I thought that you were asking me 
what my opinion was about that. 

Chairman Stokes. No, no. 

Mr. Helms. I am sorry. 

Chairman Stokes. Basically, what we are asking you is this: In 
January 1968, when this report came out of the SR division, what 
was the Agency’s position regarding Nosenko bona fides? 

Mr. Helms. Well, the Agency’s position would not have been 
reflected in the 1968 report. The Agency’s position would have been 
one that I would have signed off on and I don’t recall ever having 
made personally the decision based on recommendations and var- 
ious other factors involved, whether he was bona fide or not. I 
simply was trying to explain that my interest then was different. 

Chairman Stokes. Well, then, can you tell us in January of 1968 
the Agency’s position with regard to the veracity of the informa- 
tion Nosenko had provided concerning Oswald? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t think any judgment has ever been made 
about that. I thought I read in the newspapers — and I assume the 
newspapers reported accurately — that Mr. Hart, after all his inves- 
tigation, was not able to tell you that Nosenko was accurate about 
Oswald qr not accurate about Oswald, if he could not do it 

Chairman Stokes. To the contrary. He said to the committee, 
based upon everything he knew about him, that the testimony he 
had given this committee, he said I would not use it, so he did have 
an opinion. 

Mr. Helms. He said he would not use it? 

Chairman Stokes. That is what he said. 

Mr. Helms. That confuses me. 

Chairman Stokes. Why? 

Mr. Helms. Well, it confuses me because isn't that a cop-out? If 
you are not going to use it, then it is not true. 

Chairman Stokes. That is substantially correct, that would be 
my own interpretation. 

Now let me ask you this: Wouldn’t your analysis and the doubt 
which you had of this man’s overall bona fides also bear upon the 
question of what he was saying to you and through you to the 
Warren Commission about Oswald, that is, if you doubted his gen- 
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eral bona Tides, wouldn’t you have to doubt what he was saying to 
you about Oswald? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, sir, that is why I went to see the Chief Justice. 

Chairman Stokes. Now let me ask you this: After the SR division 
issued its report in 1968, was the Nosenko case reinvestigated by 
the security officer? 

Mr. Helms. Oh, I think the ground was gone over not only by 
that security officer, but I think that through the weeks after that 
a long interrogation, or if you don’t want to call it an interroga- 
tion, let’s say an elicitation, was carried on with Nosenko to find 
out what he knew about a whole host of things, including the 
Oswald case. 

I believe it was during that latter period that he had additional 
contributions to make about the size of the files that the KGB held 
on Oswald and matters of this kind. 

Chairman Stokes. Let me ask you this: In light of what you said 
to us this morning, would you agree that the consequences of the 
Nosenko case for the American intelligence community were quite 
great, particularly if it turned out that he was not a bona fide 
defector? I think you may have commented on some of that in your 
first statement. 

Mr. Helms. Yes, I did, Mr. Stokes, but I agree with what you 
said. 

Chairman Stokes. I would like to call your attention to page 137 
of the declassified transcript which you have there at the witness 
table with you. Lines 6 through 20. Do you have that? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Stokes. This, of course, is your testimony before this 
subcommittee of this committe earlier. 

Now, at that time did you testify that you had no recollection of 
ever signing off on any piece of paper that made Nosenko a consul- 
tant to the CIA and that you never agreed to any such thing? 

Mr. Helms. When I made that statement in executive session on 
August 9, it was my distinct impression that we had made an 
arrangement or signed a contract with Nosenko which made him 
an independent contractor. In other words, it was a relationship 
between him and the Agency whereby he would do research work 
under controlled circumstances and we would control the environ- 
ment, what documents he saw, what he did, and in this way we 
would be justified in seeing if his expertise was of any help to us, 
and, second, under this document we could pay him so that he 
could live and eventually get to be resettled. 

I was not aware at that time that the independent contractor 
provision had along with it in the document the word “consultant.” 
If I was aware of it at the time, I never thought about it. I must 
confess that my thought of what a consultant is has been changed 
in present times, because I am a consultant to various American 
businesses now and my relationship to them is not the relationship 
I contracted for with Nosenko, so this is a semantic problem. 

I can only say that I am sorry that I was maybe the slightest bit 
misleading, but I have now explained it and I hope that satisfies 
you. 

Chairman Stokes. Mr. Chairman, I will ask that an exhibit in 
the possession of the Clerk be marked as JFK F-531. I will ask that 
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a copy of it be delivered to the witness and that the exhibit be 
made a part of the record at this time. 

Mr. Preyer. If there is no objection, the exhibit, F-531, will be 
entered into the record at this point. 

[The information follows:] 

JFK Exhibit F-531 




„ ■ — F-5T3I 


S OCT B72 


I . 

MEMORANDUM F Director of Central Intelligence 

THROUGH : Esaacutxve DHectnr^oir^itraller 

SUBJECT z. Retroa cti v e Reirsbarsegignt'of 

T urly * Ivanov ich Nos echo 


1* This Ttwwflwpitm suggests action, on the part of the 
Director of C entra l Intelligence; this action is contained in 
paragraph 


2. Mr. Yuriy Ivanovich Noserko, a 45 -year-old, former 

Staff Officer of the Committee for State Security (KGB) of the 
USSR, attended the Institute of Interna. txocal Relations, Moscow 
frond .1945 to 195.0; wu affiliated 'with Russian Naval Intelligence 
during the 1951-1953 period; and was an officer with the KGB 
from March 1953 until Ms defection to the Agency in Geneva, 
Switzerland, on 4 February 1964, after having worked for CIA. 
for approximately two years. . . 

3. A review of Mr. Nosehko*s case reflects that, at the 

thane of his defection, various official commitments were made 
to a l u m p x urrt payment of $50, 000. 00 based upon 

his nearly two years* work inside the KGB; a $10, C00. 00 bonus 
for his work on the case; and a contract as a consultant 
at a salary of $25, 000. 00 per annum. Mr. Nosenko was advised 
by his Agency Case Officer that Mr. Nosenko was working for 
the Central Intelligence Agency as of 5 February 1964, and that 
his salary began from that date. This was a verbal agreement 
with the Agency Case Officer, and is fully documented in our 
files. 
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4. In the early debriefing o £ Mr. Kosenko, it became 
ippirent that he was a particularly complex individual.. To permit 
extensive and prolonged debriefing, arrangements were made- to 
iccommadite Mr. Kosenko under highly secure conditions at 

where he- remained from 1964 to 1967* These tight 
security arrangements were dictated^ during the initial phas es at 
least, by the additional need to provide Mr. Naa erica with 
cantintring psrscnl protection, since there avzs the distinct 
possi bi lity that he would be targeted for execution i£ thg Soviets 
should discover his whereabouts* 

5* Since October 1967, the primary responsibility for Mr* 

. Nos echo has been in the Office of Security, which conducted a 
thorough review of prior developments in the case* Mr. *KosenIco 
was moved to the Washington, D. C. area in late 1967, and the 
case passed through various stages of phased normalization, as 
he was given an increased degree of freedom and independence* , 
Mr. Naaecko was actually resettled on the economy in April 1969; 
he obtained a divorce from his farmer Soviet spouse in September 
1969;/ 3Vv£t:c<_ 

During the period from October 1967 to April 1969, Mr. Nos echo 
did not receive a salary, but he was provided with a moderate 
amount of spending money. 

6. As of April 1969, Mr, Kosenko signed a one-year 
contractual agreement for §16,500.00, including a clause giving 
assistance to him in resettlement expenses in the amount.of 

§8, 000. 00. In March 1970, Mr. Kosenko signed a new contract 
for two years at §18, 500. 00 per annum. At about this same time 
he was provided with certain financial assistance, §20,000.00 
being for the down payment on a new house, and §5,000.00 far 
other related household expenses. Mr. Kosenko's contract was 
renewed at the new rate of §19,500. 00 per annum on I March 1971, - 
and the contract was again renewed in February 1972, at the salary 
. . of $21, 000. 00 per annum. 

t 

7. An analysis of this case clearly indicates that Mr. 

Kosenko has been an extremely valuable source, one who has 
identified many hundreds of Soviet Intelligence Officers, and he 
has otherwise provided a considerable quantity of us eful information 
on the organization of the KGB, its operational doctrine, and 
methods., S**sTT'a j l ;*V 0 have been 
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for vv irded to the ^Federal Bureau of Investigation based on cata 
from Mr. Kosenko^. He has conducted numerous special sscurity 
reviews on Soviet subjects of speciuc intelligence interest, nnd 
he bis proven, hinxselx to be Invaluable in exploring counterintclli— 
gence leads. He recently authored a boob which is of interest to 
the Agency. In effe ct, Mr. Nosehka has shown himsell to be, a. 
productive 2 nd bard worifcg defector,- v/ho is "rehabilitated 17 and. 
favorably disposed t awards. the Agency. 

8. In the coarse of a recent meeting with Mr. Noserho, 
he brought up the subject of his missing salary, covering the 
period from April 19^5 to March 19^9- Mr. Ho sehka readily 
adrrntted that he. is living very well at the present time, but he 
is not in a position to save any money for the future. He also 
expressed deep a ppr a ciatiou to the Agency for the fhxancial 
assistance which was provided Ibt thr ough the years, and he 
considers this to have cancelled out the original Agency 
obligation of a lump sum payment in the amount of $50, 000. GO. 
Mr. Kosenko, however, s tall feels quite strongly that he is 
entitled to be reimbursed for the salary which the Agency did 
not provide him over a five-year period. He understands, of 
course, that income tape would have to be deducted from this 
back salary of $25, 000. 00 per annum. 


9. In summary, the original oral agreement with Mr. 
Nosehka is rally documented and supports his claim; his resettle- 
ment since 19 6*7 has been relatively smooth, v 7 ith.n 0 significant 
security problems' having developed; and he continues to function 
at the present time as a highly productive and useful source of 
information on the KGB. In view of these various considerations^ 
it is requested that this payment of $125, 000. 00 to Mr. Kosenko 
be approved. These funds would be paid out of nnlicuidated 
obligations applicable to lapsed appropriations/ ScnilfdV 
\ *>rj fWCTf\c<Ls \ Opu. . . * 
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SUBJECT; Retroactive Reimbmaecent of 
Yujriy Ivanovich, Noaenka 


CONCURRENCE; 

9C-IC4--, 


,&s#< 


5 7 
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24 MR 1353 


MEMORANDUM FOR: Director of Central Intelligence 

SUBJECT : Preparations for the Rehabilitation 

and Resettlement of Yuri Nosenko 


1. Thin memorandum is for your information and Contains a 
recommendation for your approval in paragraph 5. 

Z. As you know, since last meeting with you on this subject 
we have been very slowly easing some of the physical restrictions 
on Nosenko in an effort to condition him for his ultimate rehabilita- 
tion and resettlement in this country if this is the final disposition 
decision* During this period, both the Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion and this Office have continued to elicit information from. him. 

3* Nosenko is becoming increasingly restive and desirous of 
obtaining freedom on his own. After nearly five years of varying 
degrees of confinement, this desire, including that for feminine com- 
panionship, is understandable. We have conformed the pace of 
privileges allowed him to his attitude and cooperation* At a recent 
meeting in which the Deputy Director of Plans, Chief, Soviet Bloc 
Division,' Chief, Cl Staff, Office of General Counsel and the under- 
signed participated, it was agreed that we would allow him a two 
week vacation in Florida accompanied by two Security agents of this. 
Office. He will not be allowed to be alone outside the confines of an 
adjoining room during this period. 

4* There still remains a disagreement as to his bona fides 
and the Chief, Cl Staff is now compiling questions to be used for 
continued elicitation from Nosenko upon his return. It is clear and 
agreed by all concerned that the problem of Nosenko's bona fides and 
his rehabilitation and resettlement can be considered separately if we 
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are to keep him in a favorable frame of mind with regard to the 
Agency. Any treatment which can be regarded by him as retro - 
gression, in terms of physical restraint but not continued elicitation* 
would make his ultimate disposition extremely difficult. Attached 
for your approval is a brief summary of the steps we recommend be 
taken in Nosenko f s rehabilitation and resettlement beginning with his 
return from his vacation in Florida. It is understood that implemen- 
tation of these steps will be predicated on the following. 

His attitude and behavior during his Florida 
vacation. 

We will try to delay each step as long as 
possible consistent with his attitude and his 
willingness to cooperate. 

This Office will take every possible precaution 
to prevent contact between Nosenko and KGB 
representatives in this country. If he is given 
limited freedom, however, there can be no 
guarantee of this since he is a professional 
intelligence officer and could evade surveil- 
* lance if he so desired. If he is a dispatched 

agent, it is to be assumed that he was given 
emergency means of contact. 

5.. Your approval of these actions, as outlined, is recommended. 



Distribution: 
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CONCURRENCE: 



Lawrence R. Houston 
General Counsel 



Thomas Karamessin.es 


Deputy Director for Plans 


The recommendation in paragraph 5 i3 approved. 




Richard Helms 

Director of Central Intelligence 


Date 


2 r /IUla . A- f 

Date 


2 APR 13S9 • 
Date 
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STEPS IN THE REHABILITATION AND RESETTLEMENT OF NOSENKQ 


Step 1 . Upon liia return from vacation in Florida, or aooa 
thereafter, we will begin to negotiate a contractual relationship with 
Nosenko which will provide him with financial reimbursement not 
to exceed twenty thousand dollars a year for the period of time he 
ia working with this Agency in a program of information elicitation. 

This contract, in addition to the standard features, will contain a 
"quit claim" provision regarding his past relationship with the Agency 
in the event he should be kidnapped, become recalcitrant or redefect. 

It will stipulate residence in an area acceptable to the Agency. It will 
also provide that upon conclusion of his active cooperation with this 
Agency, we will renegotiate to provide for a modest continued annuity 
commensurate with bis ability to secure employment on his own. There 
will be no bulk resettlement fund. 

Step 2. We will negotiate with Immigration and Naturalization 
authorities to secure appropriate alien registration for Nosenko in 
this country under a registered alias. It will be necessary for the 
Agency to accept continued responsibility for Nosenko until such time 
as he has established residence long enough to satisfy the ten year 
citizenship requirement. 

Step 3. We will begin to look with him for suitable living 
accommodations. He accepts the fact that these accommodations will 
have to be so arrangedthaf we will occupy contiguous quarters and 
that he will be required for an undetermined period to let os know where 
he is going and when he leaves these quarters. We will, initially at 
least, provide for technical coverage of his telephone and living quar- 
ters and will, within the extent of our capa bi lity, cover him through 
surveillance when he leaves these quarters. 
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Step 4. Tlie program of information elicitation based on 
questions compiled by Cl Staff will begin soon after Nosenko r s 
return from Florida, Any significant developments a rM changes 
in the ha ndling of Nosenko and the conduct of the interviews will 
be coordinated with the Cl Staff acting oa behalf of the DDP. This 
program of elicitation will be so designed as to prevent broadening 
further the base of Nosenko* s knowledge. Future elicitation from 
Nosenko will not include new information except on the basis of 
calculated approved coordination between the Office of Security a.r?<j 
the Cl Staff about subject matter and Nosenko will be encouraged 
and allowed to give full responses on each subject- The FBI will 
be advised about these procedures. 

Step 5 , When we have favorably resolved disagreement 
within the Agency as to his bona fides, we will allow him his ultimate 
freedom, including assistance in finding suitable employment. If 
disagreement persists, however, as to his bona fides beyond the 
end of this calendar year, we will consult with other appropriate 
Government agencies as to whether he may be allowed full freedom 
as a normal resident alien or whether the security interests of the 
United States require his deportation. 


41-373 0 - 79-6 



4 October 1968- 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 
SUBJECT r 


The Director 

Yuri Ivanovich Nosenko 


1 - The Director of Security has provided me with a completed 
report on the re-examination of subject-named individual- He has also 
provided me with a copy of a summary prepared by the FBI on the same 
subject in the light of the periodic reports received by them throughout 
the course of this re-examination- The FBI report was provided in only 
one copy, personally to Howard Osborn by Special Agent Burt Turner, in 
consideration of the fact that the FBI had been continuously kept 
au courant of the results of our re-examination, of subject- Presumably 
the FBI will expect from us a copy of final report and will 

then officially provide us with a copy of their summary of the case. 

2. The FBI summary notes that a minimum of 9 new cases 
have been developed as a result of this re -examination and that new 
information of considerable importance on old cases not previously 
available resulted from this effort- Before we are through with this 
the FBI just might level official criticism at this Agency for its previous 
handling of this case. However, because of the finesse and candor with 
which the Director of Security has handled this re-examination, I am 
inclined to doubt that the FBI will wish to make an issue of our previous 
actions. 


8. Now to the heart of the matter. I am now convinced that 
there is no reason to conclude that Nosenko is other than what he has 
claimed to be, that he has not knowingly and willfully withheld information 
from us, that there is no conflict between what we have learned from him 
and what we have learned from other defectors or informants that would 
cast any doubts on his bona fides. Most particularly, I perceive no 
significant conflict between the information Nosenko has provided and the 
information and opinions Golitsyn has provided. Thus, I conclude that 
Nosenko should be accepted as a bona fide defector. ‘ 

4* In addition, I recommend that we now proceed with the 
resettlement and rehabilitation of Nosenko with sufficient dispatch to 
permit his full freedom by 1 January 1969* This recommendation I feeL 
should be reviewed by the Deputy Director for Plans, the Director of 
Security and the Inspector General prior to its implementation, whatever 
your own views may be after examining the case yourself. 
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MEMORANDUM FORi 


FROM 


VIA 


SUBJECT 


T. This memorandum submits a proposal for your approvals 
The proposal is to immediately pay Yuriy Ivanovich Nosenko 
$23,500 in back salary in settlement of an Agency commitment 
to him and to authorize a subsequent one-time payment of $1Q^Q0Q 
to him directly or as a contribution to his retirement for 
|. -ft? ttJy, - 

2. Yuriy Ivanovich Nosenko is a 48-year-old former 
Soviet intelligence officer who is currently employed as an 
independent .contractor by this Agency* Mr* Nosenko has for 
some time been of the opinion that he is entitled to $2S,50Q 
in back pay. This amount represents the difference between 
the salary actually paid to him during the 1 March 1969 to . 

1 March 1975 period and the $25,000 per year which was promised 
to him at the time of his defection in February 1964. At the 
tijne of his defection, Mr Nosenko v as also promised the addi- 
tional $10,000 fop 

3. While serving as a KGB security officer with the 
Soviet Disarmament Commission in Switzerland, Mr. Nosenko 
contacted an American diplomat in Geneva on 5-^June 1962 and 
requested a small loan to repay official Soviet funds which 
he had squandered. Based on this contact Mr. Nosenko was 
recruited shortly thereafter by the Agency and he agreed to 


Director 

Sidney D. Stembridge 
Acting Director of Security 

Deputy Director for Operations 
Deputy Director for Administration 

Yuriy Ivanovich Nosenko 
(Payment of Certain Funds 
Previously Promised] 
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work as an agent in place. On 15 June 1962 Mr. Kosenko 
returned to the Soviet Union where he resumed his duties as 
an intelligence officer with the Second Chief Directorate of 
the KGB in Moscow. Mr. Nosenko worked in place in the Soviet 
Union until January 1964 when he returned to Switzerland. At 
that time Mr. Nosenko decided to defect and requested political, 
asylum in the United States. 

4. Mr. Nosenko defected in Switzerland on 4 February 
1964 and was brought to the United States under Public Law HO 
on 11 February 1964. At the time of his defection, certain 
fin a n cial commitments were made to Mr. Nosenko. These commit- 
ments were substantiated in a conversation with him on 

7 February 1964 and were documented in a 10 February- 1964 
memorandum to the Acting Deputy Director for Plans from 

Chief, Soviet Russia Division (SR Division). 
This memorandum stated as follows: 

"First, I assured Subject (Mr. NosenkoJ that I 
was satisfied that he was genuine. Based on 
this and assuming his continued Cooperation* 

I said we would proceed to make arrangements * 
to bring him to the States. Second,' I con- 
firmed our agreement to pay him $25,000 for 
each year in place ($50,000] plus $10,000 for 
/ cas<— and our readiness 

to contract for his services at $25,000 per 
year. Third, I explained the polygraph he 
would be expected to take as final proof of 
his bona fides." 

5. Shortly after his arrival in the United States, the 
SR Division encountered serious difficulties in attempting to 
establish the bona fides of Mr. Nosenko. The SR Division con- 
cluded that Mr. Nosenko was not what he claimed to be and thus 
was not a bona fide defector. As noted in paragraph four of ' 
Attachment A, Mr. Nosenko was held under highly secure conditions 
at an Agency installation from April 1964 until October 1967. 

In’ October 1967 the primary responsibility for Mr. Nosenko was 
transferred from. SR Division to the Office of Security, which 
conducted a thorough review of the developments in this case. 

The conditions of confinement of Mr. Nosenko were progressively 
relaxed and in October 1968 the bona fides of Mr. Nosenko were 
established by the Office of Security. At this point it should 
be noted that the confinement of Mr. Nosenko was cited by the 
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Rockefeller Commission Report in June 19 75 and that Mr. Kosenko 
is aware of this citation. Mr. Kosenko has, however, made no 
threats concerning possible damages as a result of this con- 
finement. Also, despite the difficult period through which 
Mr. Kosenko passed, he has been and continues to be a coop- 
erative and productive source. 


Sin 5 It 




7. Prior to 1 March 1969 Mr. Nosenko received no salary 
for his cooperation with this Agency. Effective 1 March 1969 
Mr. Nosenko was employed as an independent contractor at the 
rate of $16,500 per year. Because of the previous difficulties 
and uncertainties involved in establishing the bona fides of 
Mr. Nosenko, the extent of our commitments and obligations to 
him were not clear at that time. Mr. Nosenko, therefore, was 
not initially employed at the rate of $25,000 per year as he 
had been promised. Mr. Nosenko’ s salary was increased annually, 
however, until 1 March 1975 when he began to receive the stipu- 
lated $25,000 per year. Once the bona fides of Mr. Nosenko were 
firmly established and the earlier difficulties regarding his 
status were resolved, the initial commitments took effect and 
the payment of $12S,000 (less federal income tax) was completed 
on 16. November 1972 in settlement of salary arrears for the 
period April 1964 to March 1969 (see Attachment B) - On 12 July 
1975 a final payment was made on the obligation of $50,000 due 
Mr. Nosenko for the period 1962-1964. 


3 
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8. There remains to be paid $23,500 (less federal income 
tax) in salary arrears for the period 1 March 1969 to 1 March 
19 7S (see At Cachment C) and $10,000 outstanding for 

case. (He has never requested the latter amount but the 
obligation still exists.} Although Mr. Nosenko signed a 
quitclaim for the period prior to 12 July 19 75 (see Attachment D) 
and may have legally waived his right to back salary prior to 
that date, the earlier payment of $125,000 for the period 1964- 
1969 recognized our commitment to Mr. Nosenko to honor all 
agreements and established a precedent for paying him the total 
salary difference. We also believe that we have a moral obli- 
gation and that this obligation should be met. 

9. This matter is being brought to your attention since 
Mr. Nosenko believes he has a valid claim to cited back salary 
for the 1969-19 75 period and in connection with the current 
transfer of full responsibility for Mr. Nosenko to the Counter- 
intelligence Staff, Directorate of Operations. It is, therefore,, 
recommended that you approve the expenditure of $2 8,500 in full 
payment of back salary far Mr. Nosenko for the period 1969-1975. * 
Of the $23,500, $27,667 can be paid for out of the FY1974 unobli- 
gated balance allotted to the Office of Security, with the 
remainder of $833 being charged to the Office of Security FY1975 - 
allocation. 

10. It is further requested that approval be granted for- 
the $10,0 00 which could be paid directly to 

Mr. Nosenko at a later date or preferably could be incorporated 
into a retirement program for him, which is being given consid- 
eration by ’the Counterintelligence Staff. If approved, these 
transactions would represent a fulfillment of all commitments to 
Mr. Nosenko as of this date and would serve to fulfill outstanding 
Agency commitments to Mr. Nosenko prior to his transfer to the 
Counterintelligence Staff. 


Attachments 
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SUBJECT: Yuriy Ivanovich Kosenko 

(Payment of Certain Funds 
Previously Promised} 


CONCURRENCE: 
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/.S-ZSM - 


2 5 JUS 1373 


FOR: Executive' Secretzty 

CIA. Msaagesact CcsuLttee ** 

VIA. Z Deputy Director for Manageczsit and Support: 

Deputy* Director for Operations 

SUBJECT I Jtetroactrve Payment to 

Yuriy Ivanovich Kosenko 


1- Action’ Requested : This B e garzn dua contains a. rgr asssndasi ca 
for your approv al, - : 

2, Basic Data: Jbr your assistance, reference is made to the 
attached o£ the same subject dated 5 October 1372. The pro- 

visions of the refere n ce were concluded with Mr. Kosenko, covering back 
salary If c m April 1364 to Ma rc h 1363, in October and Novesber 1372 when 
he was given the sum of $87,052.00 covering total salary for this period 
~ less Federal income tax. It is estreated that Mr. Kosenko has invested 
all but approximately $15,000.00 of this sin in the purchase of property - - 
and construction of anew residence/' S**sV uJt. irrto 

Inst an t ggggraa dsa is addressed to the lum sum payment of 
$50,000.00 premised to Mr. Nos echo by an Agency repre sentative prior to 
his defection from the KGB in February 1364. Against this sun in April- 
May 1369, Mr. Nosenko was given $3,000.00 as fvnanciaT assistance for 
resettlement cn the private economy and $25,000.00 in zdd-1370 towards 
the purchase of a new house and other related expenses. to. Kosenko 
also agrees that he’ was given ap p r o xim a t ely $2,000.00 in March 1964 ♦ 

which should be included as a part of the above $50,000.00. In essence, - 
* $15, COO .00 remains outstanding against the above $50,000.00. 

Recently Mr. Nosenko has rather specifically msntianad the 
matter of the pTcnises to Mr. Nosenko in 1964 and the^recainder of the 
37 promise which he did not receive, to. Kosenko considers the 
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■Jraaunt ta be $13,QGG.0G bet this is based on his recollection. that he 
received $10,000.00 in April-Key 1959 rather than the $8,000.00 which, 
he actually received. As noted in the reference, as of October 1977. 
t-£r. Kosenko had ind icat ed that the fends previously paid to him would, 
cancel out the 1964 linn sin promise. 


lO^C • 


Mr. Kosenko h23 requested the previously mentioned $13,000.00 
which will be used. for investment purposes in camectiazL with, his new 
property and residence construction and payment o£ medical bills. He 
has voluntarily stated that he will sign a document agreeing that the 
( $13,000.00 is in full and settlement of the 1964- lump sua pay- 

ment promise. 

* As yon will note in the reference, another promise made, to 
Mr. Kosenko prior ta his defection in February 1964 concerned a $10,000.00 
bents for his/. * 

Kr/Koseika has never mentioned the 

2 ba ve premise while the responsibility of the Office of Security since 
October 1967; It is noted that the promise of the above $10,000.00 
was apparently not a matter of discussion with tbr. Kosenko prior to* 
his’ defection but was in the way of a gratuitous addition by the Agency 
representative when Mr. Kosenko was advised that following previous dis- 
cussion he would be given a $50,000.00 lump sun for resettlement and. -- 
employment at $25,000.00 per year. 5in.ee none of the shove re m a rk s 
were ever formalized in a document to Mr. Kosenko, it is very possible 
that Mr.' Kosenko does not recall the additional remark concerning pay- 
ment in connection with, C2<4. 

»* . \ ^ 



2 
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3. Kgccnrgndatiqa: In view of the above, it is requested that * 

a payment o£"$Jl*,uuu.Iju to >£r. Kosenko be approved, thus settling the 
specific $50,000.00 Imp sum promise made to Mr- Kosenko in February 
IS 54-- lx approved, Mr. Kosenko Trill be advised that the $15,000.00 
figure is based an an accounting of Agency financial records and a 
signed settlement statement obtained iron Mr- Kosenko- It is believed 
that the additional $2, GOG. GO would be yeiy well received by Mr. Kosenko 
and will partially offset his recent medical expenses not reimbursed 
from, current health insurance. 





Howard J- Esb 
Director ofidecanity 


Attachment 


V 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 
SUBJECT: Yuriy Ivanovich Nosenka 




Year 



Was Paid 

Should Have 
Been Paid 

. Difference 

1 

Mar 

69-30 

Nov 

69 

$ 12,375.00 

$ 18,750.00 

$ 6,375.00 

1 

Dec 

69-30 

Nov 

70 

17,999.94 

25,000.00 

7 ,00Q .06 

1 

Dec 

70-30 

Nov 

71 

19,249.98 

25,000.00 

5,750.02 

1 

Dec 

71-30 

Nov 

72 

20,625.00 

25,000.00 

4,375.00 

1 

Dec 

72-30 

Nov 

73 

21,937.53 

25,000.00 

3,062.47 ' 

1 

Dec 

73-30 

Nov 

74 

23,374.94 

25,000.00 

1,625.06 

*1 

Dec 

74-30 

Nov 

75 

24,875.04 

25,000. oa 

312.39 






$140,437.43 

$168,937.43 

$28,500.00 - 


Less Estimated Tax Liability ' - 3,034.00 

HET PAYMENT $20,416.00 


*Rate of $25,000.00 for period 1 Dec 74 - 23 Feb 1975 
Rate of $25,250.00 for period 1 Mar 75 - 30 Nov 1975 
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WHEREAS, Yuriy Ivanovich Nosenko, a former citizen of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics' and. an employee- of the Committee lor State 

? • * ‘4 * * 

Security (KGB), first cooperated with Officers of the United States Govern- 
ment and then,, subsequently, defected to the United States; and, 

'WTdEREAS, Mr. Nosenko was promised certain sunns, of money* for 
his cooperation, and defection, only part of which have previously been. 


paid to him; and. 


WHERE AS, there 


a certain balance of money agreed upon by 


Mr* Nosenko and Ofncers of the .Central Intelligence Agency; 


NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the stun of FUST” 


' THOUSAND 


and 00/100 Dollars {$15, 000.00} the receipt of which" is hereby acknowledged, 
Yuriy Ivanovich Nosenka for himself and for his heirs,, executors, admini- 
strators a-nd assigns, hereby releases and forever discharges the United 
States Government and the Central Intelligence Agency and all of its 
employees and representatives from, any claim for money promised to him *1 


for, and/ or at the time of his defection, and from an y all other cl;* v^»s ^ 
demands and liabilities in any form whatsoever arising out of or in any way 

l 

connected with his cooperalion and association, with the United States Govern 
meet and the Central Intelligence Agency prior to the date of this document; 
12Ji^l973?)' ' 


WITNESS THE FOLLOWING SIGNATURE AND SEAL: 


/ ^4 ‘2y L( SZA. 

Yuriy? Ivanovich Nos enko 


WITNESS; 

On Behalf of the United States Government 


a 
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Mr. Helms. I have the document before me, Mr. Stokes, now. It 
is a document dated October 5, 1972. 

Chairman Stokes. That is the document. Can you tell us what 
that document is? 

Mr. Helms. The subject of it is retroactive reimbursement of 
Yuri Ivanovich Nosenko. It entails a description of his case, what 
he was promised in the way of money, and gives at the end a 
suggestion as to how the moneys might be handled. This in turn 
was passed up the line in the Agency and was approved on October 
18, 1972. 

Chairman Stokes. Mr. Helms, I would direct your attention to 
page 4 of that document and ask you whether or not your signa- 
ture appears on that document? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, it does, beside the date October 18, 1972. That is 
my signature. 

Chairman Stokes. Now, I will ask you to read three of the 
paragraphs from this document, paragraphs 6, 7 and 9. Would you 
do that, please, read it out loud? 

Mr. Helms. Six, seven, and nine? 

Chairman Stokes. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Helms. Yes, sir. 

As of April 1969, Mr. Nosenko signed a 1-year contractual agreement for $16,500, 
including a clause giving assistance to him in resettlement expenses in the amount 
of $8,000. In March 1970, Mr. Nosenko signed a new contract for 2 years at $18,500 
per annum. At about the same time he was provided with certain financial assist- 
ance, $20,000 being for the down payment on a new house and $5,000 for other 
related household expenses. Mr. Nosenko’s contract was renewed at the new rate of 
$19,500 per annum on March 1, 1971 and the contract was again renewed in 
February 1972 at the salary of $21,000 per annum. 

Paragraph 7: 

An analysis of this case clearly indicates that Mr. Nosenko has been an extremely 
valuable source, one who has identified many hundreds of Soviet intelligence offi- 
cers, and he has otherwise provided a considerable quantity of useful information on 
the organization of the KGB, its operational doctrine and methods. 

Then I find a blank and written in here in somebody's hand is 
sensitive information. The remainder of the sentence reads: 

Have been forwarded to the Federal Bureau of Investigation based on data from 
Mr. Nosenko. He has conducted numerous special security reviews on Soviet sub- 
jects of specific intelligence interest and he has proven himself to be invaluable in 
exploring counterintelligence leads. He recently authored a book which is of interest 
to the Agency. In effect, Mr. Nosenko has shown himself to be a productive and 
hard working defector, who is rehabilitated and favorably disposed to the Agency. 

Paragraph 9: 

In summary, the original oral agreement with Mr. Nosenko is fully documented 
and supports his claim; his resettlement since 1967 has been relatively smooth, with 
no significant security problems having developed; and he continues to function at 
the present time as a highly productive and useful source of information on the 
KGB. In view of these various considerations, it is requested that the payment of 
$125,000 to Mr. Nosenko be approved. These funds would be paid out of unliquidated 
obligations applicable to lapsed appropriations. 

The sentence stops there and it is written in somebody's hand- 
writing, “sensitive sources and methods information." And the 
memorandum has the signature below. 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you. 

In paragraph 9 where it says: “and he continues to function at 
the present time as a highly productive and useful source of infor- 
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mation on the KGB/’ that does not, to you, connote the activities of 
a consultant? 

Mr. Helms. No, sir. 

Chairman Stokes. That's how you would interpret that? 

Mr. Helms. That is the kind of information we get from any 
agency. I am sorry, but my impression today, and it may not have 
been 5 years ago, I don't know, but today my impression of a 
consultant is one that has a closer relationship with the organiza- 
tion for which he is working than an agent does in an intelligence 
relationship. They are insulated from certain kinds of information, 
they are insulated from certain access, and insulated from a lot of 
things. 

Consultant is not necessarily so. Consultant is a very wide rang- 
ing term which covers all kinds of things in our language. I would 
just not like to see a reference at that time to his having been a 
consultant. I have been told since, I don't know how accurately, 
that Nosenko has been seen in the CIA headquarters building at 
Langley. I guess if he has access to the building out there, maybe 
he is a consultant now, but he was not considered one in my time. 

Chairman Stokes. I see. 

Mr. Chairman, I will ask that the clerk mark another exhibit in 
her possession, JFK exhibit F-537 and that a copy of it be shown to 
the witness. 

Mr. Helms. I have the document in my hands. It is JFK exhibit 
F-537. 

Chairman Stokes. Have you had a chance to read that docu- 
ment? 

Mr. Helms. No. 

Chairman Stokes. Could you take the time to familiarize your- 
self with it? 

Mr. Helms. This is an interrogatory which this committee pre- 
sented to the Agency; is that correct? 

Chairman Stokes. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Helms. I have read the document now, Mr. Stokes. 

Chairman Stokes. All right. 

Mr. Helms, prior to referring you to that particular document, 
would you look at page 133 of the declassified transcript before 
you, beginning at line 11%. It looks like where Mr. Goldsmith 
poses a question to you and your answer follows. 

Mr. Helms. Is this where Mr. Goldsmith says, “What about at 
the conclusion of the [security officer's] work?” 

Chairman Stokes. That is right. 

Would you please read Mr. Goldsmith's question and your 
answer? 

Mr. Helms [reading]: 

Mr. Goldsmith. What about at the conclusion of [the security officer’s] work 
when he issued his report, at that time did the Agency have a position with regard 
to Nosenko’s bona fides? 

Mr. Helms. I do not believe so. At least during my time there I do not recall us 
ever taking a position as an agency. 

Chairman Stokes. Now let me ask you, having read that ques- 
tion and your answer to it, is that your best recollection? 

Mr. Helms. That is my best recollection, Mr. Stokes. I notice that 
in this document which you tell me the Agency has provided, they 


41-373 0 - 79-3 
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say that the final conclusion was that he is a bona fide defector. I 
simply do not recall participating in any meeting or signing any 
document which made the final judgment that he was a bona fide 
defector. 

Chairman Stokes. Let me now refer you to the exhibit, F-537 
and ask you, now that is a document from the Director of Central 
Intelligence, is it not? 

Mr. Helms. It is not signed by him, sir, so I don’t know. 

Chairman Stokes. Well, on the first page it does have a signa- 
ture on there. 

Mr. Helms. On the first page it just has the signature of Mr. 
Breckinridge, principal coordinator for the House Select Committee 
on Assassinations. 

Chairman Stokes. Is there a letterhead at the top of it? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, it say, “Office of Legislative Counsel.” 

Chairman Stokes. And ahead of that? 

Mr. Helms. The Director of Central Intelligence. 

Chairman Stokes. Washington, D.C.; right? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, 20505. 

Chairman Stokes. Does the first page read as follows: 

1 September 1978, Mr. G. Robert Blakey, Chief Counsel and Director, House 
Select Committee on Assassinations, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Blakey: Forwarded herewith are answers to the interrogatories re- 
ceived at the close of business on 28 August 1978. 

Signed, S. D. Breckinridge, Principal for HSCA with attachment. 

Mr. Helms. Yes. 

Chairman Stokes. Now, would you turn to the next page, com- 
mencing where it says question 3, would you read everything from 
that point forward? 

Mr. Helms [reading]: 

Define Nosenko’s present and past employment arrangements with the Central 
Intelligence Agency, include (a) the dates and nature of this employment; (b) the 
services rendered by Nosenko; (c) itemize the counting of all compensation received 
by Nosenko; (d) an account of the roles of Richard Helms and John McCone in 
authorizing Nosenko’s employment and compensation arrangements for the CIA. 
Prior to Nosenko’s defection on 4 February 1964, he was promised $50,000 for 
previous cooperation, $10,000 for his identification in 1962 of a particular espionage 
agent, and $25,000 a year compensation for future services. 

Mr. Richard Helms himself approved the foregoing on 17 February 1964. Al- 
though no effort was made to fulfill the promise until some 5 years after Nosenko’s 
defection, the original promise formed the basis for the eventual employment and/ 
or monetary remunerations. Following acceptance of Nosenko’s bona fides in late 
1968, Mr. Helms approved an arrangement which resulted in Nosenko’s employ- 
ment as an independent contractor effective 1 March 1969. This first contract called 
for him to be compensated at a rate of $16,500 a year. As of 1978 he is receiving 
$35,327 a year (see attached annual compensation table for years 1969 to 1978). 

In addition to regular yearly compensation, Nosenko was paid for the years 1964 
to 1969; in November 1972 in the amount of $25,000 a year, less income tax. The 
total amount paid was $87,000—1 beg your pardon— total amount paid was $87,052. 

He also received in varying increments from March 1964 to July 1973 amounts 
totaling $50,000 to aid in his resettlement on the private economy (see attached 
table for the breakdown). 

The total resettlement figure in effect satisfied that portion of the above 1964 
promise to pay Nosenko $50,000 for previous cooperation. In 1976, Nosenko was paid 
$10,000 to satisfy that part of the above promise relating to his identification of an 
espionage agent. Further, he was compensated in the amount of $28,500, represent- 
ing the difference between the $25,000 a year promised and the actual amount paid 
to him during the period 1 March 1969 to 1 March 1975. 
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Since 1969, the agency has contributed to Nosenko’s hospitalization insurance 
premium. The agency has also compensated him for certain unusual medical and 
dental expenses. 

To date, Nosenko continues to work as an independent contractor with the com- 
pensation provision being periodically amended. His work for the agency includes 
consultation with both the agency and the FBI on certain matters of current 
interest concerning Soviet intelligence activities and personnel both in the U.S. and 
abroad. From time to time he was also consulted by various elements of the agency 
on current Soviet developments and requirements. He has been, and continues to 
be, used as a regular lecturer at counterintelligence courses of the agency, the FBI, 
Air Force, OSI, and others. 

Our records do not show that Mr. John McCone played any role in authorizing 
Nosenko’s employment compensation arrangements with the CIA. 

Annual compensation table. 

Do you want me to go through that? 

Chairman Stokes. No. 

Having read this answer to the interrogatories posed to the 
agency, is there anything at all in this interrogatory that you 
would say is untrue? 

Mr. Helms. The only two statements, Mr. Stokes, that I would 
cavil with are the one that is “Following acceptance of Nosenko’s 
bona fldes in 1968,” and I guess it appears on the last page of the 
document. That is the only point. If these bona fldes were estab- 
lished in late 1968, I have no recollection of this having happened, 
that is all. I am sorry, I just — you want me to tell the truth here. I 
am doing my best. 

Chairman Stokes. So then, if I understand your answer, you are 
not sticking with your previous testimony with reference to the 
fact that the agency never arrived at a determination on his bona 
Tides? 

Mr. Helms. I didn’t believe they ever did. I think my other 
testimony is consistent with what I am saying now. If it is not 
consistent, then you and I are misunderstanding each other, and 
that I would like to get straightened out right away. 

Chairman Stokes. I guess where I am having difficulty is my 
understanding of how you enter into this financial arrangement. 
Whether you call it consultant or independent contractor or give it 
any other name, how you justify entering into a contract where 
you give taxpayer funds to someone who you say in your opinion is 
not bona fide. 

Mr. Helms. I think, Mr. Stokes, that I can explain — I trust I can 
explain this satisfactorily. It has been said, and I believe it is true, 
that in the latter days of his interrogation Mr. Nosenko provided 
the agency with useful information with respect to certain Soviet 
activities. I do not recall that he gave them any additional informa- 
tion that helped to resolve the Oswald case or Oswald status with 
the KGB. 

The reimbursement was for two purposes, one, to get him reset- 
tled in the United States. May I say that this was the only viable 
option left to us at that time. There was no way of deporting him 
to the Soviet Union; he would have been shot and killed when he 
got back. He would never have been able to explain to them what 
he was doing during the period that he was away. So we had only 
one option and that was to try to resettle him. That was what I 
had in mind to do, and he needed money and he needed 
employment. 
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If you will study the history of Soviet defectors in this country, 
they have had an extraordinarily difficult time adjusting to our 
society. They have a very difficult time making money and running 
businesses and being gainfully employed. I think if you will put an 
interrogatory to the agency to give you a history of the resettle- 
ment of defectors since 1945, you will find what I am telling you is 
true. Therefore, it was a complex of matters involved in his com- 
pensation; part of it was the useful information, part of it was to 
get him resettled, and part was because we had no choice except to 
do these things. At least we had no choice in my opinion. Maybe 
somebody else would have a different opinion, but at least in our 
opinion we had no choice. 

Chairman Stokes. That is your total answer as to why he was 
being given this kind of compensation? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Stokes. Let me now ask you this 

Mr. Preyer. There is a vote on the floor at this time. The 
committee will take a 10-minute recess. The committee stands in 
recess for 10 minutes. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Preyer. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Chairman, there are a number of other 
documents which relate generally to the subjects of Mr. Helms' 
testimony, but with respect to which there was not sufficient time 
to ask specific questions. May they be admitted into the record as 
JFK exhibit F-532 at this time? 

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, so ordered. 

[The exhibit referred to follows:] 
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JFK Exhibit F-532 


Pgar ~ ^ — ^VY\ tAVn^lT f-?3z 

Reference is made to your contract "with'the United States Governmen 
as represented by the Central Intelligence Agency, effective 1 March 1970, 
as amended. 

Effective 1 March 1972 said contract, as amended, is further amende 
as set forth below: 

'"(a) The first sentence- of paragraph four (4) entitled "COM- 
PENSATION” is revised to read as follows; 

"You will be compensated by the CIA at the rate of 
Twenty-one Thousand Dollars ($21, 000) per year," 

(b) Sub-paragraph (a) of paragraph six (6) entitled 
"NEGOTIATED BENEFITS" is deleted, and in Ueu thereof 
the following is substituted: 

"6(a): You presently have a private health insurance 
plan for yourself and your wife- It is understood and agreed 
that you will bear a portion of the total premium, cost of said 
plan; this organization will bear the remainder. Your portion 
is herein established at $12- 50 per month and will be deducted 
from contractual payments due you. The total annual premium 
cost of said plan is presently $603.52. If required, the 
Government's portion may be paid yearly, in advance. " 

All other terms and conditions of said contract, as amended, r email 
in full force and effect. 


Please acknowledge by signing in the space provided below. 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
As Represented by the 
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENC' 

By: 



Certified to be a true copy of the signed original which is on file' in the O/fic 


of Security. 
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Dear 

Reference is made to your contract with, the United States Government 
as represented by the Central Intelligence Agency, effective 1 March 1970. 

Effective 1 March 1971 said contract is amended by revising the 
first sentence of paragraph four (4) entitled "Compensation." to read as 
follows: • . , 

"You will be compensated by the Central Intelligence 

Agency at the rate of Nineteen Thousand Five Hundred Dollars 

(19, 500. 00) per year. " 

All other terms and conditions of said contract remain in full force 
and effect. * 

Please acknowledge by signing in the space provided below. 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT ‘ 

As Represented by the 

CENTRAL. INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

By: 



WITNESS: 


l SI 'ggflgpMWi Date: 12 February 1971 


Certified to be a true copy of the signed original which is on file in the 
Office of Security. * * 



Chief, Budget and Fiscal Branch 
■" .M.tiC. ' SeLu ri Ly 
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Dear Mr. 

Reference la made to your contract with the UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT, as represented by the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 
effective l March 1969. Effective l March. 1970 sai d contract Is herein 
terminated by mutual consent of the parties thereto, and in lieu thereof 
the fallowing agreement is substituted. 

The UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT, as represented by the 
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY, hereby contracts with you under 
the following term* and conditions: 

1. STATUS. Your legal status under this contract Is that of an 
independent contractor or consultant. You are not considered an employee 
of the UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT by virtue of this contract. You 
will be required to hold yourself available at all times to fulfill requests 
made of you by the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY or to respond to 
tasks requested of you by the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY. You 
will refrain from engaging in other gainful employment or occupation until 
approval has been received from the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY. 
Instructions furnished to you pursuant to this contract and within the terms 
hereof shall be as binding upon you as if Included in the written terms 
hereof. 


2. C COMMUNICATION. In all relationships with the CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY you will accept requests, tasks and relevant 
instructions from an individual hereinafter referred to as the "Authorized 
Government Represent tive. " He will be fully authorized to discuss 
matters with you relating to your responsibilities under this contract 
Including, but not limited to, cover arrangements, place of assignment, 
conditions of work or any other matters relating to your relationship with 
the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY. 

3. COVER AND SECURITY- In the performance of your 
responsibilities hereunder, appropriate arrangements will be made 
regarding cover and general security conditions. You may be required 
to execute certain documents In the course of establishing cover 
arrangements but It is to be expressly understood that such documents are 
solely for the purpose of cover and security and confer no additional 
legal rights or obligations and that all of your rights and obligations with 
respect to the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY derive solely from this 
agreement. In connection with cover and security you will be provided 
from time to time specific'' instructions by the Authorized Government 
Representative and you will be required to adhere precisely to such 
Instructions. 
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C JMPaNS ATION . You. will he campeaaited by the CFN n ? A t . 
INTELLIGENCE AG£WCY at the rata o£ Eighteen Thousand P'ivg Him ared 
D oll ar J ($ 18. 500 . 00) per year. Payment o£ this compensation sha.ll be 
monthly in accordance’ - wita arrangements acceptable to the Authorized 
Government Representative. This sum is subject to Federal income taxes 
and to such income tax laws as are applicable to your place of residence. 
Additionally, this compensation is subject to FICA ta:ce3. The current 
rates and method of payment will be in accordance with applicable laws and 
the security instructions issued by the Authorized Government Represenfcati 
Payment of aLl taxes and preparation of necessary tax returns are your 
personal obligation and responsibility but in accord with, appropriate securit 
Instructions which will be furnished by the Authorized Government 
R epr es entative. 

5. ALLOWANCES, TRAVEL AND OTHER EXPENSES. If. Ln the 
course of fulfilling your responsibilities under this agreement, monetary 
allowances would be payable under general UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT rules and regulations, you will be paid such, monetary 
allowances In substantial accordance with those laws and regulations. 

If, in the course of this contract, you are directed to travel or are 
authorized to incur other expenses, reimbursement for expenses will be 
made by the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY Ln substantial accordance 
with applicable CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY regulations. 

6. NEGOTIATED BENEFITS . 

a. You presently have a private health insurance plan, for 
yourself and your wife paid until late December 1970. Prior to 
the expiration date of the current policy the CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY has the option of paying premiums 
on the current policy until l Ma r ch 1972 or enroULig you in- a. 
health Insurance program for selected contract individuals 

of the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY subject to 
all the terms and conditions of that program. The CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY will pay the premiums on either 
insurance coverage until l March 1972. However, any new 
contract will Include an appropriate clause providing that this 
organization will bear a portion of the total premium coat of 
any health Insurance and you will bear the remainder. 

b. The CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY wIIL endeavor 
to arrange for you to secure a term life insurance policy with 

a face value of $15, 000. 00. This policy contain* no additional 
accidental death benefits. The premiums for the policy will 
be your personal responsibility. The c urr ent premium charge 
is $12. 00 per mouth. 
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contract year to be taken onLy at tunes aad places approved 
in advance by the Authorized Government Representative, 

Vacation time is not accruaole and will not bo carried over 
from year to year. Payment for unused vacation time will 
not be authorized. 

(2) If incapacitated for work due to illness, injury 
and the like, your compensation may be continued for periods 
not to exceed a total of thirteen (13) working days per contract 
year. Periods of absence in excess of three (3) consecutive 
days, will require a doctor’s certificate. Like vacation time, 
this benefit is not accruable and will not be carried over from 
year to year. Cash payment in lieu of this benefit will not be 
authorized. 

7. SECRECY OBLIGATION. You will be required to keep forever 
secret this agreement and all information which you may obtain by reason 
hereof (unless released In writing by the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE: 
AGENCY from such obligation), with full knowledge that violation of such 
secrecy may subject you to- criminal prosecution under the espionage laws, 
as amended, and other applicable laws and regulations. Your relationship 
with the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY and this contract must be 
kept secret and you may not discuss any aspect of this relationship *- nd 
contract with any person other than the Authorized Government 
Representative or such other person as he may specifically approve. 

8. UNAUTHORIZED COMMITMENTS. No promises or 
commitments pertaining to rights, privileges, or benefits other than those 
expressly stipulated in writing in this agreement or any amendment thereto- 
shall be binding on the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY. 

9. TERM. This agreement in effective as of l Mar ch 1970 and 
shall be for a term of tw o (2 ) years. At the en d of that period, this contract 
shall be deemed to be -renewed for another jyear unlea s notice_of 
germination has been furnished to you thirty (30) days in a dvance. 
Thereafter the contract will be renewed automatically on similar terma 
and conditions. Tfcia contract may be terminated at any time by either 
party upon furnishing thirty (30) days advance notice. Upon termination 

of thLs contract or renewals thereof, including amendments, if any, the 
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY will undertake to assist you in 
obtaining gainful employment Or to provide continuing compensation to 
assure you that you will be able to maintain a reasonable standard of 
living. This undertaking is contingent upon your fulfilling the terms of 
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this coatrict and the continuing compliance with the secrecy obligation* 
impoaed oa yoa by paragraph 7 of this contract and the provisions of any 
secrecy agreement which yoa have signed with the CENTHAI* 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
As Represented by the 
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENC 
Byr 



Contracting Officer 

Date: 6 March 1970 


ACCEPTED? 



Certified to be a true copy of the signed original which is on file in the 
Office of Security. 



Chiefs Budget and Fiscal Branch 
Office of Security 
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Dear 

The UNIT ZD STATES GO VZRNMZNT, as represented by the 
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY, hereby contracts with. you. under 
the following tarme ud conditions: 

u STATUS . Your legal status under this contract is that of an 
independent contractor or consultant. You are not considered, an. 
employee of the UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT by virtue of this 
contract. You. will be required to hold yourself available at all time* 
to fulfill requests made of you by the CENTRA!* INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 
or to respond to tasks requested of you by the CENTRAL INTELUCENC F 
AGENCY. You will refrain from engaging in other gainful employment 
or occupation, nntil approval has been received from the CENTRA!* 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY, lnstructioae furnished to you pursuant to 
this contract and within the terms hereof shall be as binding upon, you 
as if included in the written terms hereof. 

2. COMMUNICATION. In all relationship* with the CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY you will accept requests, tasks and relevant 
instructions from an individual hereinafter referred to am the 
"Authorised Government Representative. " He will be fully authorised 

to discus* matters with you relating to your responsibilities under this. , 
contract including, but no* limited to, cover arrangements, place of 
assignment, conditions of work or any other matters relating to your 
relationship with the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY. 

3. COVER AND SECURITY. In the performance of your 
responsibilities hereunder, appropriate arrangements will be made 
regarding cover and general security conditions. You. may be retni^^d 
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to execut* certain doonr^flU in the cacr«t o£ --tabli-ahiej cov*r 
arrangements but it Is to be expressly understood that such document* 
ir* solely for the purpose of cover and security and confer no nMtn n»ol 
legal, rights or obligations and that all of year rights and obligati one with, 
re- pec t to the CENTRAL. INTELLIGENCE AGENCY derive solely from 
this agreement. In connection with cover and security you will be 
provided f rom time to time specific Ins tract! one by the Authorised 
Government Representative and yon will be required to adhere precisely 
to such instruction a. . , 

4. COMPENSATION. Yon will he compensated by the CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY at the rate of Sixteen Thousand Five Hundred. 
Dollars ($16 . 503. 00) per year. Pa y me nt of this compensation shall be * 
m onth l y 1 a accordance with arrangements acceptable to the Authorised 
Government Representative. This sum Is subject to Federal Income 
taxes and to such income tax law* as are applicable to your place of 
residence. Additionally, this compensation Is subject to FTCA taxes. 

The current rates and method of payment will be ia accordance with 
applicable laws and the security instructions Issued by the Authorised 
Government Representative. To assist you In establishing yourself, the 
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY will assist you in procuring an 
automobile and necessary household furnishing*, providing funds therefor 
up to a maximum of Eight, Thousand Dollar* ($8, 000. 001. Payment of all 
taxes and preparation of necessary tax returns are your personal, 
obligation and responsibility but in accord with appropriate security 
Instructions which will be furnished by the Authorized Government 
Representative. 
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^ ^ O- NC Z . In the interests q I uacurity,, you will 

be required to live in such State, area, and house or apartment as ia 
specific ally approved by the CENTRAL INT ELLIG2NCE AGENCY after 
mutual discuss icn and due consideration of all circumstances. All o£ 
the expenses of sued leased bouse or apartment will be borne by you and 
tile CENTRAL INTEILIGENCE AGENCY will not be obligated to pay any 
sued expenses. 

6. ALLOWANCES, TRAVEL AND OTHER EXPENSES. If, In td® 
course of fulfilling your responsibilities under this agreement, monetary 
allowances would d® payable under general UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT rule* and regulations, you will be paid sued monetary 
allowances In substantial accordance with those laws and regulations. 

If, in the co urs e of this contract, you are directed to travel or are 
authorized to Incur other expenses, reimbursement for expenses will 
be made by the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY in substantial 
accordance with applicable CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 
regulations. 

7. HOSPITALIZATION AND MEDICAL CARE. The CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY will provide you with reasonable insurance 
covering medical care and. hospitalization equivalent to that which could 
be obtained dirough standard insurance policies; or, the CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY may provide directly sued medical care and 
hospitalization. 

8. SECRECY OBLIGATION. You will be required to keep forever 
secret this agreement all information which you may obtain by reason 
hereof (unless released in writing by the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 
AGENCY from such obligation), with full knowledge that violation of such 
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secrecy may subject you. to criminal prosecution, under the espionage Laws 
as amended, and other applicable Uwa ana regulations. Your relationship 
with the CENTRAL* INTELLIGENCE AGENCY and this contract must be 
kept secret and you may not discuss any aspect of this relationship and 
contract with any person other than the Authorized Government 
Representative or such other person as he may specifically approve. 

9. UNAUTHORIZED COMMITIdENTS. No promises or 
commitments pertaining to rights, privileges, or benefits other than, those 
expressly stipulated in writing In this agreement or any amendment theretr 
ehall be binding on the CENTRAL INTEL LICENCE AGENCY. . 

10. TERM. This agreement Is effective as of I March 1969 

ami shall be for a term of one (1) year. At the end of that period this *■ 
contract shall be deemed to be renewed for another year un less notice of 
termination has been furnish ad to you thirty (30? day sjn advance of t hau 
elause of one (1) year. Thereafter the contract will be renewed automatic a 
on similar terms and conditions. This contract may be ter min a t ed at any 
time by either party upon furnishing thirty (30) days advance notice- Upon 
termination of this contract or renewals thereof, including amen d ment s , 

If any, the CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY will undertake to assist 
you In obtaining gainful employment or to provide continuing compensation 

to assure you that you will be able to brtaintxiai* reasonable standard of 

* ‘ » 

living. This undertaking Is contingent upon your fulfilling the terms of 
this contract -?nd the continuing compliance with the secrecy obligations 


- 4 - 



75 


imposed on you by paragraph. 3 of thia contract and the provisions, of 
any s-crecy agreement which you have signed with the CENTRA!* 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY. 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
As Represented by the 
CENTRA!* INTEIJEGENCE AGENCY 
By. 

Date: 

ACCEPTED: 

Date: 



WITNESS: 


Date: 


Certified to be a true copy of the signed original which is on file in the 


Office of Security. 
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E 0CTS72 


I . . 

M . h i i V tQRANDIi Jvt FORi Director of C entr a l Tnfr^Tl i g^aca 
THROUGH z Eac«catrr» Dir ccfcor^o mp t r ai ler * 


SUBJECT 


Z Retroactive Tlwjnkira »i~n»rrf;nf 

Yuriy Iva nov ich Nosenko 


I. This TTurmo ran then suggests actios, on the part of thus 
Director of Central Intelligence; tins action, is contained in 
paragraph, 9- 

2* Mr, Yuriy Ivanovich. Nosehko, a 45 -year-old, former 
Staff Officer of the C ommitte e for State Sec u r ity (KGB) of the 
USSR, attended the Tn^LlfaxfrM of International Relations, Moscow, 
from 1 945 to 1950; 'was affiliated with Russian Naval Intelligence 
d u r in g the 1951-19.53 period; and was an officer wit h, the KGB 
c rom March 1953 natal his defection to the Agency kx. Geneva, 
Switzerland, on 4 Fe brua ry 1964, after having worked for CIA 
for approximately two years* 

3, A review of Mr* Nosehko** case reflects that, ah the 
time of his defection, various official co mmi t ment s were made 
to him, including a lamp sum payment of $50, 000* 00 based, up on, 
his nearly two years 1 work inside the KGB; a $10,000.00 bonus 
for his work an the M^S^n^'case; and a contract as a consultant 
at a salary of $25, 000, 00 per annum. Mr. Kosenko was advised 
by his Agency Case Officer that Mr. Kosenko was wor king fox “ 
the Central Intelligence Agency as of 5 February 1964, and that 
his salary began from that date. This was a verbal agreement 
with the Agency Case Officer, and is fully docu m e n ted, in our 
files. * - 
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4. In the early debriefing of Mr. Nosenko, it became 
that he was a. particularly complex individual. To oermii 

extensive and prolonged debriefing, arrangements were mad* to 
'.c commodate Kr. Noseuko under highly secure conditions, at 
ISOLATION, where he remained from 1964 to 1967. These tight 
security arrangements were dictated^, dr ring the initial phases at 
least, by the additional need to provide Mr. Kos enko with, 
continuing personal protection^ since there was the distinct: 
possibility that he would be targeted for execution if the Soviets 
should discover his whereabouts. 

5. Since October 1967, the primary responsibility for Mr. 
Nosehko has been in the Office of Security, which conducted a 
thorough review of prior developments in the case. Mr. ^osenka 
was moved to the Washington, D. C. area in late 1967, and the 
case passed through various stages of phased normalisation, as 
he was given an increased degree of freedom and independence. 

Mr. Nosenka was actually resettled on the economy in April 1969; 
he obtained a divorce from, his farmer Soviet spouse in September 
1969;/ t>h. «i*o 

During the period fr om . October 1967 to April 1969, Mr. Nasehka 
did not receive a salary, but he was provided with a moderate 
amount of spending money. 

6. As of April 1969, Mr. Nos echo signed a one-year 
o nto a c tual agreement for $16,500.00, including a clause giving 

assistance to hen in resettlement expenses in the amount.of 
$8,000.00.- In March 1970, Mr. Nosecko signed a new contract 
for two years at $18, 500. 00 per annum. At about this same time 
he was provided with certain financial assistance, $20, 000. QG 
being for the down payment on a new house, and $5, 000.00 for 
other related household expenses. Mr. Nosenko's contract was 
renewed at the new rate of $19,500.00 per annum on 1 March 1971, 
and the contract was again renewed in February 1972, at the salary 
o£ $21, 000. 00 per annum. ’ 

7. An analysis of this case clearly indicates that Hr. 
Nosenko has been an extremely valuable source, one who has 
identified many hundreds of Soviet Intelligence Officers, and he 

has otherwise provided a considerable quantity of useful information 
on the organization of the KGB, its operational doctrine, and 
methods./ S*a3TT:u 4 * have been 
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foA warded to the IT edeml Bmeiu of Investigation, ha. see, on data, 
from Mr. Nosenko* He has conducted numerous special security 
reviews on Soviet subjects of specific intelligence interest, and 
he has proven hins-elf to be invaluable in. e>ploring counterintelli- 
gence leads* He recently authored a book which is of interest to 
the Agency- In efrect, Mr. Nosenko has shavra. himself to ha a. 
productive and hard working defector,- who is "rehabilitated 15, and 
fi-vcmhly disposed towards the Agency* 


8* In the course of a recent meeting with Mr. Nosenko, 
he brought xrp the subject of his missing salary* covering the 
period from April 196^ to March 19® 9* Mr* Nasehko readily 
admitted that he- is living very well at the present time, but he 
is not in a position to save any money for the future* He also 
expressed deep appreciation to the Agency for the financial 
assistance which was provided him through the years* and he 
considers this to have cancelled out the original Agency 
obligation of a lump sura payment in the amount of $30, 000*00* 
Mr. Nosesko, however, still feels quite strongly that he is 
entitled to be reimbursed for the salary which the Agency did 
not provide hi-m over a five-year period* He understands, of 
course, that income taac would have to be deducted from this, 
back salary of $25, 000. 00 per annum* 


9* In summary, original oral agreement with Mr* 
'Nosenko is fully documented and supports his claim; his resettle,— 
_nenfc since 1967 has been relatively smooth, with no significant 
security problems having developed; and he continues to function 
at the present time as a highly productive and useful source of 
information on the KGB* In view of these various considerations*, 
it is requested that this payment of $125, 000*00 to Mr. Nosenko 
be approved* These fttrtd^ would be paid out of u nliq uidated 
obligations applicable to lapsed appropriations/ 3*«nsaWv 3 cu«i<> 




SUBJECT: Retroactive Reimbursement of 
Yuriy Ivanovich Noaenko 


CONCURRENCE: 



‘ .k&d - (jn. 

(Date) 


. A^q-U LlI^ fjvs PCjr. Q b*r -6-< 

y/ . J-c-Aw rtjr ILf-jOa*. sL.u-tixt'.Jj CZ .+U+1 T ^rf^y 

- 1 " ' - / J r Zs hr¥- — 

(pate) v~ / ? 


Thomas H. Karamessiaea 
Deputy Director 
for Plana 


6 Jq.QZL 


. William El Colby 
Executive Director- Comptroller 


* (Date) 


The rec omm endation 


ion in paragraph 9 is approvedixir^*j£^” -P_P P f» w**io.t- » 


to£. 






IS OCT B7Z 


Richard Helms 
Director 


(Date) 
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of Security 
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1 to 2 and 3: With. the 
initiation, of this rehab ilita.— 
tiou program, it would 
se«m timely to brief the 
appropriate* staff personnel, 
of our congressional sub- 
committees on the status of 
this case. If something 
were to go wrong, resulting 
in bad publ icity without such 
a briefing, the reaction of 
our subcommittees would, 

I believe, be -\ ~ ■ , 
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2 4 MR 1353 


MEMORANDUM! FOR: Director* o£ Central Intelligence 


SUBJECT 


Preparations for the Rehabilitation 
and Resettlement of Yuxi Nosenko 


1* This memorandum is for your information and contains a 
recommendation for your approval in paragraph 5. 

2. As you know, since last meeting with you on this subject 
we have been very slowly easing some of the physical restrictions 
on Nosenko in an effort to condition him for his ultimate rehabilita- 
tion and resettlement in this country if this is the final disposition 
decision. During this period, both the Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion and this Office have continued to elicit information from him, 

3. Nosenko is becoming increasingly restive and desirous of 
obtaining freedom on his own. After nearly five years of varying 
degrees of confinement, this desire, including that for feminine com- 
panionship, is understandable. We have conformed the pace of 
privileged allowed him to his attitude and cooperation. At a recent 
meeting in which the Deputy Director of Plans, Chief, Soviet Bloc 
Division, Chief, Cl Staff, Office of General Counsel and the under- 
signed participated, it was agreed that we would allow him a two 
week vacation in Florida accompanied by two Security agents of this 
Office, He will not be allowed to be alone outside the confines of an 
adjoining room during this period, 

4 . There still remains a disagreement as to his bona fides 
and the Chief, Cl Staff is now compiling questions to be used for 
continued elicitation from Nosenko upon his return. It is clear and 
agreed by all concerned that the problem of NosenkVs bona fides and 
his rehabilitation and resettlement can be considered separately if we 
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are to keep him in a favorable frame of mind with regard to the 
Agency. Any treatment which can be regarded by him as retro- 
gression, in terms of physical restraint but not continued elicitation* 
would make his ultimate disposition extremely diff icult. Attached 
for your approval is a brief summary of the steps we recommend be 
taken in Nosenko's rehabilitation and resettlement beginning with his 
return from his vacation in Florida. It is understood that implemen- 
tation of these steps will be predicated on the following. 

* 

His attitude and behavior daring his Florida 
vacation. 

We will try to delay each step as long as 
possible consistent with his attitude and his 
willingness to cooperate. 

This Office will take every possible precaution 
to prevent contact between Nosenko and KGB 
representatives in this country. If he is given 
limited freedom* however, there can be no 
guarantee of this since he is a professional 
intelligence officer and could evade surveil- 
* * lance if he so desired. If he is a dispatched 

agent, it is to be assumed that he was given 
emergency means of contact. 

5. Your approval of these actions, as outlined, is recommended. 



Distribution r 
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CONCURRENCE: 


Lawrence R. Houston 
General Counsel . 


Thomas Karatne seines 
Deputy Director for Plans 





The recommendation in paragraph 5 is approved. 



Richard Helms 



Director of Central Intelligence 


zsriux* k-f 

Date 


A £ jALeu . ^ 9 

Data. 


2 APR 13SS 


Date 
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STEPS IN THE REHABILITATION AND RESETTLEMENT OF NOSENKO 


Step 1 . Upon. his return from vacation in Florida or soon 
thereafter, we will begin to negotiate a contractual relationship with 
Noseuko which will provide him with financial reimbursement not 
to exceed twenty thousand dollars a year for the period of time he 
is working with this Agency in a program of information elicitation. 

This contract, in addition to the standard features, will contain a 
"quit claim" provision regarding his past relationship with the Agency 
in the event he should be kidnapped, become recalcitrant or redefect. 

It will stipulate residence in an area acceptable to the Agency. It will 
also provide that upon conclusion of his active cooperation with this 
Agency, we will renegotiate to provide for a modest continued annuity 
commensurate with his ability to secure employment on his own. There 
will be no bulk resettlement fund. 

Step 2, We will negotiate with Immigration and Naturalization 
authorities to secure appropriate alien registration for Nosenko in 
this country under a registered alias. It will be necessary for the 
Agency to accept continued responsibility for Nosenko until such time 
as he has established residence long enough to satisfy the ten year 
citizenship requirement. 

Step 3. We will begin to look with him for suitable living 
accommodations. He accepts the fact that these accommodations will 
have to be so arranged that we will occupy contiguous quarters and. 
that he will be required for an undetermined period to let us know where 
he is going and when he leaves these quarters. We will, initially at 
least, provide for technical coverage of his telephone and living quar- 
ters and will, within the extent of our capability, cover him through 
surveillance when he leaves these quarters. 
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Step 4. The program of information elicitation based on 
questions compiled by Cl Staff will begin soon after Nosenko'* 
return from Florida. Any significant developments and changes 
in the handling of Nosenko and the conduct of the interviews will 
be coordinated with the Cl Staff acting on behalf of the DDP. This 
program of elicitation will be so designed as to prevent broadening 
further the base of Nosenko' s knowledge. Future elicitation from 
Nosenko will not include new information except on the basis of 
calculated approved coordination between the Office of Security and 
the Cl Staff about subject matter and Nosenko will be encouraged, 
and allowed to give frail responses on each subject. The FBI will 
be advised about these procedures. 

Step 5 . When we have favorably resolved disagreement 
within the Agency as to his bona fide s , we will allow him his ultimate 
freedom, including assistance in finding suitable employment. If 
disagreement persists, however, as to his bona fides beyond the 
end of this calendar year, we will consult with other appropriate 
Government agencies as to whether he may be allowed full freedom 
as a normal resident alien or whether the security interests of the 
United States require his deportation. 
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17 February 1964 


MEMORANDUM FOR : 
SU3JECT : 


Deputy Director for Flans 
M < o 


Current Status and Immediate 
Plans 


1. Recommendations for approval ate contained in 
paragraph 3. For background on events in the case since 
3 February 1964, I suggest you read the report of my trip 
to Germany, 3-10 February, to meet Subject; the statement 
on conclusions and reconuaendat ions drawn up following that 
meeting; and the chronology of events in the case which 
took place between 3 and 11 February. ' r . 

2* None of the events of the past few days including 
the way in which the Soviets played the ore -conf rtggg aTCron 
publicity or the confrontation itself changes the substance 
of the conclusions contained in my 10 February memorandum. 
However, there is greater evidence now I believe for the 
view that this operation is designed for long-range goals 
of utmost importance to the Soviets. One of these is 
probably a massive propaganda assault on CIA in which Subject, 
most probably as a "re-defectcd CIA agent", will play a major 
but not necessarily the sole role. That this could be the 
final goal does not detract from the validity of any of the 
intermediate missions Subject has such as penetration of our 
operational effort, protection of past o r possibl y existing _ 
sources, part of an effort to discredit 4HB9kpetc. , since 
each of these intermediate tasks is adaptable to and would 
be quite useful in the final stage. 

3. While admitting that Subject is here on a KGS directed 
mission, it has been generally agreed by both us and the F3I 
that he stilL possesses valid information which we would like 
to obtain. At the same tine, we, at least, believe that 
Subject must be broken at some point if we are to learn j 

something of the ,full scope of the KGS plan, the timing for^ i 
its execution, and the role played by others in it. In addi- i 
tion, we must have this information if we are to decide what v 
countermeasures we should take in terms of counter-propaganda, •». 
modifications in our security practices, and planning for 
future operations against the Soviet target. Admittedly, ? 

our desire to continue debriefing to obtain additional infor- i 
nation say conflict with the need to break Subject. Clearly, ! 



the big problem is one^ of timing* Mow long can we keep 
Subject , or his KG3 controllers, ignorant of our awareness 
of this operation and how long will it take us to assemble 
the kind of brief we wi ll need to initiate a hostile interro 
gation in conditi'olT?*W? “fiaximum control? 

4. If we are to proceed along the lines indicated 
above we should accept in advance the precise that we will 
not bo able to prevent Subject from evading our custody or 
communicating with the Soviets unless we place him under 
such physical restraint that it will become immediately 
apparent to' him that we suspect him. This nay not be an 
acceptable risk and if it is not, we should so determine 
right away and decide on a completely different course of 
action* If this is to be the case, we should agree to foreg 
additional debriefings, place Subject in escape-proof quarts 
away from the Washington area under full-time guard and 
commence hostile debriefing on the basis of the material we 
already have (although the prospects for success would not 
be great). Disposal would probably be via Berlin followed 
by a brief press release to the effect that Subject had 
confessed to being a plant and had been allowed to return 

to Soviet control, 

5, The above course need not be adopted. Ke can also 
opt f or a debr iefing pe rio d during which Subject* believes 
we'Trost him wfii* th e ” same time v;e take the necessary 
steps to get ready for the final confrontation. To maintain 
the minimum atmosphere of trust (and conviction on Subject 1 s 
part that he is moving ahead in his initial goal. which is 
acceptance by CIA as a Cl consultant on» ft^itions) we be- 
lieve we should adhere generally to the statements made to 
Subject during our meetings in Geneva and Frankfurt, recog- 
nizing that we can shape this program to our own time table. 
We should: 

a. Inform Subject that he has been "granted political / 
asylum” and the first phase of which we spoke is 
ready to begin. 

b. Devise a daily schedule and full agenda for this 
debriefing phase on matters of urgent interest to 
us and the FBI (which we think can take about four 
weeks or more). 
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c. Advise Subject that during this phase he will 
continue to live and work in rhc safehouse, and 
will oc escorted at all tines when on shopping 
trips, visits to movies, etc. , because of his 
faulty English and unfaniliarity with the country, 
customs, etc. h'hile we can explain this regime 

as needed for his security, we cannot keep him 
locked up in the house 24. hours a day. 

d. Provide Subject with "flash" documentation in 
another name to be carried on his person during 
excursions from the house. They may also help 
persuade him he has been accepted. 

e. Make available to Subject a portion of the 
$60,000 promised him which he can use for pur- 
chases of clothes, cigarettes, personal effects, 


f . Agree’ that whenever this first phase is over (four 
to six weeks) that he be permitted to take a two- 
week vacation with escort* 

6. The vacation period will be of greater benefit to 
us since it will provide us with an opportunity to review 
and make judgments on the value of the information already 
obtained and also to consider the progress made in the other 
aspects of the case outlined below. During the vacation we 
can decide on whether we should proceed t*o the second phase 
or are ready to commence hostile interrogation under con- 
trolled conditions. If it is the former, we will have to 
reckon with the need to modify the living and working arrange- 
ments for Subject in a way which will inevitably give him 
some additional freedom. At the same time, we would be 
expected to move forward with Subject's legalization, i. e. , 
final decision on a name he will use, securing an alien 
registration card, establishing a bank account, etc. There- 
fore, it will be terribly important to make the proper decision 
at the end of phase one. 

t JLjLIL/ 
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5 OCT 372 


MEMORANDUM FORi 
THROUGH : 

SUBJECT : 


Director of Central Intelligence 

Executive Director-Comptroller 

Retroactive Reimbursement of 
Yuriy Ivanovich Nosenko 


1* This memorandum suggests action on the part of the 
Director of Central Intelligence; this action is contained in 
paragraph 9. 

2. Mr- Yuriy Ivanovich Nosenko, a 45 -year -old , former 
Staff Officer of the Committee for State Security (RGB) of the 
USSR, attended the Institute of International Relations, Moscow, 
from 1945 to 1950; 'was affiliated with Russian Naval Intelligence 
during the 1951-1953 period; and was an officer with the KGB 
from March 1953 until his defection to the Agency in Geneva, 
Switzerland, on 4 February 19 64, after having worked for CIA 
for approximately two years. 

3. A review of Mr. Nosenko’s case reflects that, at the 

time of his defection, various official commitments were made 
to him, including a lump sum payment of $50,000.00 based upon 
his nearly two ide t he^KGB; a $10,000.00 bonus 

for his work on contract as a consultant 

at a salary of $25, 000* 00 per annum. Mr. Nosenko was advised 
by his Agency Case Officer that Mr. Nosenko was working for 
the Central Intelligence Agency as of 5 February 1964, and that 
his salary began from that date. This was a verbal agreement 
with the Agency Case Officer, and is folly documented in our 
files. ' — - — 
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4. In the early debriefing of Mr. Nosenko, it became 
apparent that he was a particularly complex individual* To permit 
extensive and prolonged debriefing, arrangements were made to 
accommodate Mr. Nosenko under highly secure conditions at 
ISOLATION, ^iere be remained from 1964 to 1967. These tight 
security arrangements were dictated, during the initial phases at 
least, by the additional need to provide Mr. Nosenko with 
continuing personal protection, since there was the distinct 
possibility that he would be targeted for execration if the Soviets 
should discover his whereabouts. 


5. Since October 1967, the primary responsibility for Mr. 
Nosenko has been in the Office of Security, which conducted a 
thorough review of prior developments in the case. Mr. Nosenko 
was moved to the Washington, D. C. area in late 1967, and the 
case passed through various stages of phased normalization, as 
he was given an increased degree of freedom and independence. 
Mr. Nosenko was actually resettled on the economy in April 1969? 
he obtained a divorce from his former Soviet spouse in September 

During the period from October 1967 to April 1969, Mr. Nosenko 
did not receive a sadary, but he was provided with a moderate 
amount of spending money. 


6. As of April 1969, Mr. Nosenko signed a one-year 
contractual agreement for $16, 500.00, including a clause giving 
assistance to him in resettlement expenses in the amount. of 
$8,000.00. In March 1970, Mr. Nosenko signed a new contract 
for two years at $18, 500. 00 per annum. At about this same time 
he was provided with certain financial assistance, $20, 000.00 
being for the down payment on a new house, and $5, 000. 00 for 
other related household expenses. Mr. Nosenko’s contract was 
renewed at the new rate of.$19 , 500.00 per a nnum , on 1 March 1971, 
and the contract warf’3pM¥enewed in February 1972, at the salary 
of $21, 000. 00 per annum. 


7. An analysis of this case clearly indicates that Mr. 
Nosenko has been an extremely valuable source, one who has 
identified many hundreds of Soviet Intelligence Officers, and he 
has otherwise provided a considerable quantity of useful information, 
on the orga nization of the KG B, its operational doctrine, and 


methods. 
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forwarded to the Federal Bureau, of Investigation based on. data 
from Mr. Nosenko. He has conducted numerous special security 
reviews on Soviet subjects of specific intelligence interests and 
he has proven himself to be invaluable in exploring counterintelli- 
gence leads. He recently authored a book, which is of interest to 
the Agency. In effect, Mr. Nosenko has shown, himself to be a 
productive and hard working, defector, who is "rehabilitated" and 
favorably disposed towards the Agency. 

8. In the course of a recent meeting with Mr. Nosenko, 
he brought up the subject of Ms missing salary, covering the 
period from April 1964- to March 1969. Mr. Nosenko readily 
admitted that he is living very well at the present time, but he 
is not in a position to save any money for the future. He also 
expressed deep appreciation to the Agency for the financial 
assistance which was provided him, through the years, and he 
considers this to have cancelled out the original Agency 
obligation of a lump sura payment in the amount of $50, 000. 00. 
Mr. Nosenko, however, still feels quite strongly that he is 
entitled to be reimbursed for the salary which the Agency did 
not provide him over a five-year period. He understands, of 
course, 'that income tax woulfWiaveuto. b^^gdncted ^ om this 
back salary of $25, 000. 00 per annum. 

9. In summary, the original oral agreement with "Mr. 
Nosenko is fully documented and supports his claim; Ms resettle- 
ment since 1967 has been relatively smooth, with no significant 
security problems having developed; and he continues to function 
at the present tim e as a highly productive and useful source of 
information on the KGB. In view of these various considerations, 
it is requested that this payment of $125, 000.00 to Mr. Nosenko 
be approved. These funds would be paid out of unliquidated 
obligations applicable to lapsed appropriations^0B^p^^gSSB9BBto 
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Mr. Helms. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Stokes, would you indulge me 
a moment, please. I would like to straighten something out. 

Mr. Craig tells me that he feels that I did Mr. Katzenbach an 
injustice in something that I said, and I would not want to do that, 
so let me just modify what I said this morning. 

Mr. Stokes asked me whether I thought Mr. Katzenbach’s state- 
ment to this committee regarding our meeting was untrue. I be- 
lieve I replied in the affirmative. All I meant to say was that I 
couldn’t count on Mr. Katzenbach’s memory. I wasn’t questioning 
either his judgment or his integrity. I just want to make this point. 
The meeting did occur but I didn’t mean to imply that he testified 
untruthfully before this committee. 

Mr. Preyer. Thank you, Mr. Helms. 

Mr. Stokes. 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If I could just 
follow up at this point in an area that gives me some concern, that 
is, if I understand you correctly, I believe you said you still even 
today don’t really know whether Nosenko is bona fide or not; 
further, it is your recollection you don’t believe the agency ever 
arrived at that determination, particularly when you were there. 

Let me ask you this: If it were clearly proven that Nosenko’s 
statements concerning Oswald were untrue, what significance 
would you attach to such a finding insofar as the broader question 
of his overall bona fides are concerned? 

Mr. Helms. I think, Mr. Stokes, that is just the point. This is the 
issue which remains, as I understand it, to this very day, that no 
person familiar with the facts, of whom I am aware, finds Mr. 
Nosenko’s comments about Lee Harvey Oswald and the KGB to be 
credible. That still hangs in the air like an incubus. I think, there- 
fore, this tends to sour a great deal of one’s opinion of all the other 
things that he may have contributed to the knowledge of the 
intelligence community about Soviet affairs and Soviet agents and 
so forth. 

I do not know how one resolves this bone in the throat. And 
therefore, if I sit here before you and say, Mr. Stokes, I believe that 
Mr. Nosenko is a bona fide defector and you can rely on everything 
he says, I am in effect saying now, Mr. Stokes, you can rely on 
what he says about Lee Harvey Oswald. And I would not like to 
make that recommendation to you. That is where this thing lies 
and it is a most difficult question even at this late date. 

Chairman Stokes. Then doesn’t this raise a question, then, of a 
further part of the dilemma, that if he was not bona fide, the only 
alternative, then, is what the CIA suspected, and that was that he 
might have been a KGB plant sent here for the purpose of deceiv- 
ing the United States? 

Mr. Helms. That is correct. 

Chairman Stokes. Doesn’t that logically follow? 

Mr. Helms. That is certainly true, and that was foremost in our 
minds. 

Chairman Stokes. So it leaves you with the conclusion, then, 
that if Nosenko was lying about Oswald, that Oswald would in fact 
be left as being an agent of the KGB? 

Mr. Helms. By implication. 
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Chairman Stokes. Right. If just the basic Nosenko story were 
fundamentally disproved without our taking the next step and 
saying Oswald is a KGB agent, what significance would that have 
on the overall assessment of Nosenko's bona Tides? 

Mr. Helms. Mr. Stokes, I find this extraordinarily difficult to 
say. As one works this backward and forward, as you have been 
doing with great skill, it is, I find, rather dangerous for me to sort 
of jump from one assumption to another assumption and then 
extrapolate from these things to judgments which might be very 
alarming and which could not be demonstrated. I am sorry, and I 
recognize that it is absolutely central to the investigation of this 
committee, which has worked very long and very hard on this 
subject to try to resolve this issue. But I can give no more help 
than I have already given. 

Chairman Stokes. Then that leads to to my next question, which 
is whether you can tell us to what extent, if any, Nosenko's story 
concerning Oswald changed in 1968 from the story he had been 
telling earlier about Oswald. 

Mr. Helms. I didn't recall that there was all that much change 
in his story by 1968. I may be wrong. I have not studied this matter 
in the depth that would be required to answer that statement 
accurately. Mr. Hart has been all through the records. He might 
have found something which may be helpful on this. But I can’t be 
helpful on it. I don't know at what point any longer, at what date 
Mr. Nosenko began telling us about the additional files which were 
in the KGB. First he said there was only one file, then he said 
there were seven or eight files on surveillance, and I believe there 
were modifications of this story that came later. If that was in 
1969, I accept that, I am not arguing about it, 1 just don't recall. 

Chairman Stokes. Are you in a position to tell us today whether 
any independent investigation ever confirmed Nosenko's story 
about Oswald? 

Mr. Helms. I don't know of any, sir. There may have been, but I 
am not familiar with it. 

Chairman Stokes. Are you aware of the fact that Nosenko was 
given three polygraph tests in 1964, 1966 and 1968? Are you aware 
of that? 

Mr. Helms. I was aware of it and I read it recently in the 
documentation which I have been shown. 

Chairman Stokes. Can you give us some idea as to why he was 
given a polygraph test on three separate occasions? 

Mr. Helms. I want to be clear, Mr. Stokes, that in testifying in 
answer to this question that I am not depending on my recollection 
from 15 years ago. I am depending on what I have read recently. 

I believe one polygraph test was designed as a sort of psychologi- 
cal trick on Nosenko to indicate that he wasn't telling the truth. 
This was early on. I believe the latter two tests were an effort to 
find out about his credibility, whether he was telling the truth, his 
questionable behavior. 

I must confess when I was reading the results of the second 
polygraph; there is a statement from some polygraph expert in the 
United States who was brought in independently, but I didn’t 
understand his quotations, I didn't understand to what they re- 
lated. I couldn't figure out whether he was saying this was a good 
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polygraph test or it was a bad one or whether Mr. Nosenko was 
lying or wasn't lying. I am sorry, but I just couldn't figure it out. 

Chairman Stokes. Did you learn that he had failed his first two 
polygraph tests and that he passed the third? 

Mr. Helms. Yes. This assertion I saw in the record. 

Chairman Stokes. Did you learn further that with reference to 
the test that he passed this test which was given to him approxi- 
mately 1 month prior to the issuance of the 1968 report by a 
security officer, and this was where the report concluded that he 
was a bona fide defector? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, I am aware that there was a relationship be- 
tween that last polygraph test and the recommendation that we 
resettle him in the normal way of handling defectors. 

I would like to point out though, Mr. Stokes, that I don't believe 
anyone contends that the polygraph or lie detector is anything 
more than an aid to interrogation. I don't think when one says one 
passes or fails a polygraph test this is an accurate description of 
the phenomenon involved. When you take a polygraph test you are 
asked various questions and the operator has to make a judgment 
as to whether you are answering the questions accurately or 
whether you are lying — I don't mean accurately; whether you are 
answering the questions to the best of your knowledge and there- 
fore honestly, or lying. 

But I don't believe anyone including courts of law accept poly- 
graph examinations as a final judge. They are simply aids in 
attempting to establish whether a man is telling the truth or not. 

Chairman Stokes. I would concur with you in terms of the law, 
that the law accepts them as merely an investigative tool at best 
and they have no real reliability in a courtroom. Yet we know that 
it is an investigative tool that has fairly wide usage. So when we 
see and our investigation reveals the fact that your agency con- 
ducted three polygraph tests, obviously the question is raised by us 
as to why they polygraphed him on three different occasions. Cer- 
tainly not just for the fun of it. 

Then when we look further we realize that with him having 
failed two tests and we see that the third one is conducted in 1968 
just prior to the issuance of the report which said he was bona fide, 
obviously it raises the question in our mind someone said: Uh huh, 
if we're going to come out and say he's bona fide, we better get a 
test that supports that. 

Is that a logical conclusion? 

Mr. Helms. I think the conclusion which is logical is that in 
trying to wrap up the case and come forward with a recommenda- 
tion that a polygraph test and all other kinds of investigative 
techniques would have been brought to bear in an effort to make a 
good tidy package. In other words, I don't think the officers wanted 
to come forward with this proposal that he be resettled and then 
have the question asked: How does he react on the polygraph these 
days, and so forth. And they would have to say: Well, we never 
tested him. 

But you know, Mr. Stokes, and this is perhaps not relevant to 
this inquiry, but I think in some respects it may be. I don’t know 
where the polygraph role stands in Mr. Nosenko's case. We discov- 
ered there were some Eastern Europeans who could defeat the 
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polygraph at any time. Americans are not very good at it, because 
we are raised to tell the truth and when we lie it is easy to tell we 
are lying. But we find a lot of Europeans and Asiatics can handle 
that polygraph without a blip, and you know they are lying and 
you have evidence that they are lying. I don't know in which 
category 

Chairman Stokes. Mr. Nosenko falls in that category? 

Mr. Helms. In some category. 

Chairman Stokes. I am advised that the CIA used polygraph 
tests on all its employees. 

Mr. Helms. It works very well with Americans. 

Chairman Stokes. Let me ask you this. We have learned further 
through our investigation in the first two polygraph tests, that 
Nosenko was asked numerous questions, numbering somewhere in 
the neighborhood of 30 or 40 questions, relative to Oswald. We 
have learned, further, that in the 1968 tests he was only asked two 
questions about Oswald on that polygraph test. Can you tell us why 
that occurred? 

Mr. Helms. I could not answer. I have no idea. In fact, I can't 
even give you a rational explanation at this late date. I may have 
been able to give one at the time. I may have known, but I am 
sorry, my memory is blank. 

Chairman Stokes. At any rate, the questions revolved around 
Oswald wouldn’t be any less important in 1968 than they were in 
1964 or 1966. 

Mr. Helms. No, sir, they wouldn't have been less important. But 
by 1968, there was a clear objective in mind of trying to do some- 
thing about the resettlement of this man, that this case simply had 
to be resolved. That was determined, and therefore I was prepared 
to accept many obstructions or obstacles, and so forth, and still 
probably would have said I think we better go ahead and resettle 
that man. There is no other option, there is nothing else we can do. 

Chairman Stokes. I would like to get to a further comment in 
this area. From what we have heard from you regarding the poly- 
graph and from what we have heard from Mr. Hart, we have a 
conflict here that the committee must in some way resolve. Mr. 
Hart told us when he testified here, representing the head of the 
CIA, that the polygraph was not utilized for the purpose of ascer- 
taining the truth of this man's statements. It was used to intimi- 
date him, it was a part of the whole process of breaking him. Let 
me just quote some of the things he said to us so we can then ask 
you your opinion. 

He said: 

The agency's activity was devoted to breaking Nosenko, who was presumed, on 
the basis of the supposed evidence given by Mr. X that Nosenko was a dispatched 
KGB agent to mislead the United States. 

It is with this in mind that we have to approach everything that happened from 
1962, after the first contact with Nosenko terminated, and the time Nosenko was 
turned over to the CIA Office for Security Reinvestigation. 

The polygraphs themselves must be evaluated in the light of their use, not to get 
at truth, because they were not used as an instrument of getting at truth. They 
were used as an instrument of intimidation of one sort or another, in one way or 
another. 

Now, again on the handling of Mr. Nosenko, the belief among the small group of 
people running the Nosenko case, a very limited group of people, was that he was 
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part of a plot of the type outlined by Mr. X, which was so horrendous that therefore 
not many people could be made privy to this investigation. 

Then at another part of his testimony— and I am skipping parts 
to get at pertinent parts — he said: 

In addition to that, the operator was guilty of some provocative remarks. He told, 
before the polygraph examination, one of the polygraph examinations began, he told 
Nosenko that he was a fanatic, that there was no evidence to support his legend, 
and “your future is now zero.” 

Then, if I recall his testimony correctly, he went on to explain 
that in a polygraph test obviously you do not make comments of 
this sort to a man prior to him being given the test. 

Then he says in further quotes: 

* * * The chief of SB and the Deputy Chief of SB, the fact that the man was, 
except for extraordinary lengths of time strapped into the chair, all of these add up 
in the estimation of the CIA examiners who have gone over this series of tests, to an 
invalid polygraph. 

Now in the handwriting of the Deputy Chief, SB, who is a day-to-day supervisor of 
the activity which I have been describing, it is — there is an admission which is 
implied fairly clearly that there was no intention that this 1966 series of polygraphs 
would be valid. I read here a direct quotation which exists in writing and most of it 
is in the handwriting of the Deputy Chief of SB. Speaking of the aims to be achieved 
by the 1966 polygraph examinations, he writes, “To gain more insight into points of 
detail which we could use in fabricating and ostensibly confession insofar as we 
could make one consistent and believable event to the Soviets, a confession would be 
useful in any eventual disposal of Nosenko.” 

Now, he does not clarify what he means in this document by disposal, but it is 
apparent that 

And then Mr. Sawyer interrupted and said, 

Excuse me. Did you use the term eventual disposal of him? 

Mr. Hart. I used the term eventual disposal, yes, sir. 

Now, Mr. Helms, I think it would be important to this committee to have your 
comments on Mr. Hart’s testimony with reference to why the polygraph was being 
utilized in light of your own. 

My understanding is that the first polygraph examination that he was given was 
designed not to elicit the truth; it was designed to be used as a pressure tactic on 
him to see if he would confess. 

Mr. Helms. I thought the only polygraph or the only two poly- 
graphs that were given in the normal polygraph way by examiners 
who had nothing to do with the interrogation were the last two. I 
think the first one, it has been admitted, was for the purpose of 
bringing pressure to bear on him. 

As to those lurid comments about the disposal, I have already 
addressed myself to those. I knew nothing about these comments; I 
knew nothing about a written confession; I knew nothing about 
anything of those things at the time. They may have been writen 
down by the Deputy Chief of Soviet Bloc Division, but I have not 
seen his notes. All I know is that I was never aware of this, and 
therefore there was never any indication on the part of anybody in 
a position of responsibility in the management of the Agency to do 
anything with Mr. Nosenko except to try to establish his bona fides 
somehow. 

Chairman Stokes. So if these things were being done while you 
were in the capacity which you have described here, it was never 
brought to your attention? 

Mr. Helms. It was not. 

Chairman Stokes. The responsibility for handling Nosenko was 
initially given to the SR branch or the SR division. Did the SR 
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division enter into a situation as the neutral party, or did the SR 
division think from the very beginning that Nosenko was not a 
bona fide defector? 

Mr. Helms. I think early on their conviction was that he was not 
a bona fide defector. That is my impression today. 

Chairman Stokes. When the security officer began his investiga- 
tion did he enter the situation in a sort of neutral capacity? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know whether he entered it, sir, in a neutral 
capacity or whether he felt the SR division fellows had been wrong 
and that a different treatment with Nosenko would elicit a differ- 
ent result. I am inclined to think that was the status of the affair. 
In any event, by that time it was clear that the hostile interroga- 
tion was getting nowhere. 

Chairman Stokes. At that point you were aware, of course, of 
the hostile interrogation; is that it? 

Mr. Helms. Yes. Since I indicated a decision was made to try 
that after his behavior — his thinking was such there was no way to 
get him to talk at all except to confine him. 

Chairman Stokes. How would you characterize, by the way, your 
own reaction to this whole situation? Was this frustrating? Or were 
you just content to go along with this in this whole period of time? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t think there has ever been anything more 
frustrating in my life. This would have been resolved very rapidly 
if it involved anything except the assassination of President Ken- 
nedy. I don’t suppose I would be sitting here today if he hadn’t 
been assassinated either. 

Chairman Stokes. I think you testified earlier today that you 
told or communicated the fact to Chief Justice Warren that this 
man’s bona fides generally could not be established, that he was 
not believable. When you met with Chief Justice Warren for the 
purpose of clarification did you tell him specifically the agency had 
been unable to resolve the issue of Nosenko’s bona fides, or did you 
tell him that the Agency did not think that Nosenko was bona 
fide? 

Mr. Helms. I believe, and it is my recollection, that what I said 
to the Chief Justice was that we don’t know what this man repre- 
sents but we cannot vouch for him. In other words, we cannot 
vouch for him positively, and therefore I think the Warren Com- 
mission should take into consideration the fact that we cannot 
vouch for him and therefore we cannot sign off, if you like, on 
what he has said as being true, and that in all fairness to the 
Commission this obviously sets in question the statement which the 
FBI passed to the Warren Commission about Nosenko’s comments 
right after his defection about Oswald, and that I took as close to a 
middle position as I could. 

In other words, I didn’t use any excessive language, I didn’t 
attempt to dramatize this. I just said we can’t establish his bona 
fides. And that is our responsibility and I am sorry. 

Chairman Stokes. Yesterday I put into the record an exhibit 
which was a report to the Warren Commission that had been 
compiled as a result of testimony taken from Nosenko by the FBI, 
a fairly extensive document which the Warren Commission had in 
its files. I did not see such a document with reference to the CIA. 
Can you tell us what the substance was of what you told the 
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Warren Commission or Chief Justice Warren of Nosenko’s story 
about Oswald? 

Mr. Helms. Sir, I am not sure I quite understand. Are you asking 
me is there a document in existence of what I told Chief Justice 
Warren? 

Chairman Stokes. Yes. It can be answered twofold. No. 1, I am 
asking you, is there such a document? No. 2, tell us what, if 
anything, was said, whether there is or is not a document. 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know; I don’t think there is a document. I 
don’t recall ever having written a document about it. Whether 
Chief Justice Warren himself wrote a document or whether it is 
incorporated in the proceedings of the Warren Commission, that I 
don’t know either, sir. 

Chairman Stokes. Can you give us the benefit of what you told 
him about the substance of Nosenko’s story? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t believe that at this meeting, at least as I now 
vaguely recall it, that I went into the substance. I simply stuck to 
the fact that I couldn’t vouch for the man and therefore whatever 
he had said they would have to judge in that light. 

Chairman Stokes. Can you tell us what Chief Justice Warren’s 
reaction was? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t think he was pleased to hear this. He was 
perfectly reasonable about it and said, thank you, and I will inform 
my colleagues on the Commission about this; I appreciate your 
having told us, and we will be guided accordingly. 

Chairman Stokes. Did the Warren Commission themselves or 
staff ever make a request to interview 

Mr. Helms. I am not aware of it, Mr. Stokes, if they did. 

Chairman Stokes. Did you inform the Warren Commission in 
April of 1964 that Nosenko was then being placed in solitary 
confinement? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t remember any more what the Warren Com- 
mission was told about the circumstances of Mr. Nosenko’s living 
conditions or handling. I don’t have any recollection of that at all. 
Whether any of my colleagues sought to provide it, I just don’t 
know. Fifteen years is a long time to remember. 

Chairman Stokes. Let me ask you this. Is it something that you 
think they should have been told about? 

Mr. Helms. I have a hard time answering. I think we were all 
preoccupied with getting at what Mr. Nosenko knew about Oswald 
and the details had been given them, and it would seem to me 
those were the relevant things. 

Chairman Stokes. Wouldn’t it have been either a responsibility 
of you or Mr. McCone to advise the Commission of the extraordi- 
nary action being taken with reference to this affair? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t think there is anything particularly extraor- 
dinary about the manner in which the Warren Commission was 
sitting. 

Chairman Stokes. You misunderstood my use of the word “ex- 
traordinary.” It seemed to me at the point where you are getting 
ready to put a man in solitary confinement — under conditions 
under which he was confined is not a normal American situation. 

Mr. Helms. I understand that. 
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Chairman Stokes. So I put it in that sense. Don’t you think they 
should have been advised of this extraordinary situation? 

Mr. Helms. Maybe my recollection is faulty, but during the time 
that we were attempting to resolve his bona Tides in order to help 
the Warren Commission, the fact that he was being kept alone and 
isolated and so forth, I don’t think that would have come as a 
surprise to anybody. This is the way we handled all defectors. 

Chairman Stokes. That was standard operating procedure; is 
that it? 

Mr. Helms. Of course. What would you do with them, put them 
in the Hilton? 

Chairman Stokes. Whose decision was it, Mr. Helms, to place 
him in solitary confinement? 

Mr. Helms. I think it was the decision arrived at by those 
involved in the case that this was — well, it was a kind of a decision 
jointly arrived at, I am sure, on the recommendation of the individ- 
uals who were going to do the interrogating, and at the original 
point of departure obviously he would have been kept alone and an 
effort would have been made to interrogate him on successive days. 
The fact he was held so long is something that came afterward. 
That didn’t have much to do with the Warren Commission once 
their report had come out, but we still were under this necessity to 
try to resolve the case; but a lot of people were involved in this 
decision. This is probably not the kind of decision an individual 
makes all by himself. 

Chairman Stokes. What I am trying to do is have the record 
clear as to who made this decision as of April 4, 1964, to place him 
in solitary confinement. 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know who exactly made the final decision. I 
assume it went to the Director for his approval. I don’t know this 
as a fact. I would assume that the agency records might show this. 
If they don’t, my recollection is not that clear any more. I was a 
party to the decision, I am sure of that. I don’t want to duck 
anything around here. I don’t want any of you gentlemen to think 
that like so many witnesses which come before congressional com- 
mittees nobody can be found who is prepared to stand up and say 
they were there; but I was there. It would not have been my final 
decision to make. 

Chairman Stokes. So that the committee then, following up on 
your last words, so they can properly assess it, what specifically 
was your input? 

Mr. Helms. I assume my input would have been to agree this 
should be tried, the hostile interrogation should be tried. I obvious- 
ly had no idea at that time that this was going to drag on so. 

Chairman Stokes. Mr. Helms, let me refer you once again to 
page 147 of the declassified transcript. The question posed to you 
on that page. 

Mr. Helms. 147, Mr. Stokes? 

Chairman Stokes. 147. 

Mr. Helms. Is this where I say, ‘T certainly agreed to the fact 
that this should be tried.”? 

Chairman Stokes. No. I would like you to refer to line 17 and 
then I want to ask you this question. 
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Mr. Helms. I see line 17. It is where Mr. Goldsmith asked me a 
question. 

Chairman Stokes. The question asked of you by Mr. Goldsmith, 
“Please describe to the best of your knowledge the conditions under 
which Nosenko was placed when he was put in solitary confine- 
ment/’ 

Answer: “He was put into a small house in the countryside 
where he had a perfectly sanitary and satisfactory living condition. 
They were just not particularly spacious or padded, let us say. His 
bed was perfectly adequate, his chair was perfectly adequate, the 
lighting was pefectly adequate, but it was not particularly comfort- 
able in the normal American sense of the terms/’ 

Was that question asked of you and was that your answer? 

Mr. Helms. Yes. If that is not an accurate description of the first 
place he was held after his defection, then I was misinformed. I 
never went to visit the place myself. This is simply what I was told. 

Chairman Stokes. So my understanding now is the testimony 
here today would not be the same as it was on that day. Is that 
what you are saying? 

Mr. Helms. No, I am not, sir. I am simply saying that I believe 
he was held in different places in this period of time. As to the first 
place he was held, it is my understanding this is an accurate 
description of it. If it is incorrect, I am sorry. But I would just do 
my best to describe what I understood. Is it not correct? 

Chairman Stokes. Let me ask you this. What do you understand; 
the conditions changed from what you have described? 

Mr. Helms. Some months later when another facility was cre- 
ated specifically to hold Mr. Nosenko, I believe that was somewhat 
later on — it must have been later on because it had to be arranged. 

Chairman Stokes. I am having a little problem understanding. 
On that occasion if you were under the impression Mr. Goldsmith 
was asking you about one particular place and you had in mind 
another place. Why didn’t you indicate that at that time? 

Mr. Helms. That is quite conceivable, Mr. Stokes. I am sorry if 
when he says the place he was in solitary confinement, if that 
referred to the later installation, I didn’t understand it that way. 
He was in solitary confinement from the time he was brought over. 

Chairman Stokes. At the point he was put into solitary confine- 
ment, then, can you describe the conditions that existed then? 

Mr. Helms. Now in “solitary confinement,” are you referring to 
the installation in which he was later held, which was constructed 
for this purpose? Is that the one you are talking about? 

Chairman Stokes. Let me put it this way, so that there is no 
mistake about it: He was put in solitary confinement April 4, 1964; 
is that right? 

Mr. Helms. He was subjected to hostile interrogation. Is there a 
magic to solitary confinement, aside from the fact that is kind of 
buzz word in the United States? I mean, he is living alone in a 
house; is that solitary confinement, or do you have something else 
in mind? That is all I am trying to get after. 

Chairman Stokes. How many times was his position, where he 
was headquartered at a house, changed? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. I don’t know where he was first put 
when he arrived in Washington. I don’t know if that is the same 
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place he was kept until he was moved to a later place. I am not 
sure of these details anymore at all. 

Chairman Stokes. Well, are you able to describe any of these 
places where he was kept for us? 

Mr. Helms. The place, the installation, which he was later taken 
to, I saw many years afterward. Have you seen it? 

Chairman Stokes. No, I have not. 

Mr. Helms. I guess it still exists. 

Chairman Stokes. Can you describe that place for us, the condi- 
tions that he experienced there? 

Mr. Helms. I never visited the place when Mr. Nosenko was 
there. It was quite some years after he had left there that I went to 
see it. At the time it was constructed, I believe I sent an officer or 
a couple of officers in whom I had confidence to go down and 
examine the place and see if it was too rigorous or whether it was 
proper for the purposes and so forth; and I was assured that it was 
all right. 

Perhaps I should not have taken their word. Maybe I should 
have gone down myself, but the fact remains that I have seen it 
once; but I can’t describe the conditions under which he was held 
because I never visited him when he was there. 

Chairman Stokes. Mr. Helms, prior to April 4, 1964, when he 
was put in solitary confinement, hadn’t he been on vacation in 
Hawaii with some of the CIA agents for over 2 weeks? 

Mr. Helms. Well, I knew he was drinking in Baltimore; he was 
in Hawaii. There were various devices being used to try and take 
care of him, and talk to him, and so forth; so it may be that it was 
in April precisely that he was put in solitary confinement or that 
he was confined. Let’s put it that way. 

Chairman Stokes. He was confined as of that date? 

Mr. Helms. After all, he was in the custody of these individuals, 
as soon as he arrived in the United States. I am not sure when he 
was confined, but if it was in the same house in which he was 
living in Washington, or whether it was or not, I am sorry, I just 
don’t have these details, Mr. Stokes. 

Chairman Stokes. But even the place which you described in 
your previous testimony — you don’t know when that was, do you? 

Mr. Helms. I thought this was the first place he was put when 
the serious interrogation began. When I was down here before — 
and I guess it is in this book somewhere — Mr. Nosenko himself, I 
believe, gave this committee an affidavit, describing the fact that 
he was held in two different places. That was the basis on which I 
assumed he was accurate about it; but if this is now coming down 
to a question of my veracity about this testimony, then I must have 
misunderstood the question. I would irather withdraw it and not 
describe at all how Mr. Nosenko was held. I think that would be 
better for the record. 

Chairman Stokes. Is that your preference? 

Mr. Helms. Yes. Then there won’t be any question about it. 

Chairman Stokes. I ask, Mr. Chairman, that the clerk mark 
another exhibit in her possession as JFK F-446. I request that the 
witness be provided a copy of it and that this exhibit be entered 
into the record at this point. 

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, JFK exhibit No. F-446 will be 
admitted into the record at this point. 

[The information follows:] 
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JFK Exhibit F-446 

In accordance with a request of the staff of the Committee 
(House Select Committee on Assassination), I make the following 
statement describing the conditions of my imprisonment from 
April of 1964 till the end of 1967* 

On April the 4th of 1964 I was taken for a physical check-up 
and a test on a lie detector somewhere in a house. A doctor had 
given me a physical check-up and after that I was taken in another 
room for the test on a lie detector. 

After finishing the test an officer of CIA BUB has come in 
the room and talked with a technician. QBMi started to shout that 
I was a phoney and immediately several guards entered in the room. 
The guards ordered me to stand by the wall, to undress and checked 
me. After that I was taken upstairs in an attic room. The room 
had a metal bed attached to the floor in the center of this room. 
Nobody told me anything how long I would be there or what would 
happen to me. After several days two officers of CIA(BMNI 
SHU started interrogations. I tried to cooperate and even in 
evening hours was writing for them whatever I could recollect about 
the KGB. These officers were interrogating me about a month or two 
months. The tone of interrogations was hostile. Then they stopped 
to come to see me until the end of 1964. I was kept in this room 

i 

till the end of 1964 and beginning of 1965. 

The conditions were very poor and difficult. I could have a 
shower once in a week and once in a week I could shave. I was not 
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given a tooth brush and a tooth paste and food given to me was 

very poor (I did not have enough to eat and was hungry all the 

time). I had no contact with anybody to talk, I could not read, 

: ‘ • : : v 
I could not smoke, and I even could not have fresh air or to see.* 

.;'%r 

anything from this room (the only window was screened and boarded). 

The only door of the ’room had a metal screen and outside in • 

a corridor two guards were watching me day and night. The only 
furniture in the room was a single bed and a light bulb. The room 
was very very hot in a summer time. • 

In the end of 1964 there were started again interrogations by 
several different officers. The first day they kept me under 24 
hours interrogation. All interrogations were done in a hostile 
manner. At the end of all those interrogations when I was told 
that it was the last one and asked what I wanted to be relayed to 
higher ups I said that I was a, true defector and being under arrest 
about 386 days I wanted to be put on trial if I was found guilty 
or released. I also asked how long it would continue. I was told 
that I would be there 3860 days and even more. 

This evening I was taken by guards blindfolded and handcuffed 
in a car and delivered to an airport and put in a plane. * I was 
taken to another location where I was put into a concrete room with 
bars on a door. In the room was a single steel bed and a matress 
(no pillow, no sheet, and no blanket). During winter it was very 
cold and I asked to give me a blanket, which I received after some 
time. Except one day of interrogation and one day of a test on a 
lie detector I have not seen anyone besides guards and a doctor 
(guards were not allowed to talk with me). 


2 
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After my constant complaining that I needed fresh air - at 
the end of 1966 I was taken almost every day for 30 minutes exercise 
to a small area attached to this cell. The area was surrounded by .. 
a chain link fence and by a second fence that I could not see' 
through. The only thing I could see was the sky. Being in this 
cell I was watched day and night through TV camera. Trying to pass 
the time a couple of times I was making from threads chess set. And 
every time when I finished those sets immediately guards were A 

entering in my cell and taking them from me. I was desperately 
wanting to read and once when I was given a tooth paste I found in 
a tooth paste box a piece of paper with description of components of 
this tooth paste. I was trying to read it (under blanket) but guards 
noticed it and again it was taken from me. Conditions in both (first 
and second) locations were analogical. 

I was there till November of 1967. Then I again was transferred 
blindfolded and handcuffed to another location. In this new place 
I had a room with much better conditions. And E9HEHBHHIH (CIA 
officer) ; started questioning me every day (excluding Sundays) 
touching all questions concerning my biography, carrier in the KGB 
and all cases of the KGB known to me. I was imprisoned for the whole 
5 years. And I started my life in the USA in April of 1969. 



August 7, 1978 
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Chairman Stokes. I request further, Mr. Chairman, that in the 
event I did not request that JFK exhibit F-537 be made a part of 
the record, that it be made a part of the record at this point. 

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, JFK exhibit F-537 is entered into 
the record at this point. 

[The information follows:] 

JFK Exhibit F-537 
THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20505 


Office of Legislative Counsel 


X September 1978 


Mr. G. Robert Blakey 
Chief Counsel § Director 

House Select Committee on Assassinations 
Washington, D.C. 20505 

Dear Mr. Blakey: 

Forwarded herewith are answers to the interroga- 
tories received at close of business on 28 August 1978. 


Sincerely, 


S.D. Breckinridge 
Principal Coordinator, HSCA 


Attachment 


— StotisiT F-537 - 


41-373 0-79-8 



110 


Question #3 

Define Nosenko f s present and past employment arrangements 
with the Central Intelligence Agency. Include: 

a. the dates and nature of his employment 

b. the services rendered by Nosenko 

c. itemized accounting of all compensation 
received by Nosenko 

d. an account of the roles of Richard Helms 
and John McCone in authorizing Nosenko* s 
employment and compensation arragements with 
the CIA. 

Prior to Nosenko’ s defection on 4 February 1964, he was 
promised $50,000 for previous cooperation, $10,000 for his 
identification, in 1962, of a particular espionage agent, and 
$25,000 a year compensation for future services. Mr. Richard 
Helms approved the foregoing on 17 February 1964. Although 
no effort was made to fulfill the promise until some five years 
after Nosenko* s defection, the original promise formed the 
basis for the eventual employment arrangement and other monetary 
remunerat ions . 

Following acceptance of Nosenko *s bona fides in late 1968, 
Mr. Helms approved an arrangement which resulted in Nosenko* s 
employment as an independent contractor effective 1 March 1969. 
This first contract called for him to be compensated at a rate 
of $16,500 a year. As of 1978, he is receiving $35,327 a year 
(see attached annual compensation table for years 1969-1978). 
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In addition to regular, yearly compensation, Nosenko was 
paid for the years 1964-1969 in November 1972, in the amount 
of $25,000 a year less income tax. The total amount paid was 
$87,052. He also received, in varying increments from March 
1964-July 1973, amounts totalling $50,000 to aid in his re- 
settlement on the private economy (see attached table for 
breakdown). The total resettlement figure, in effect, satisfied 
that portion of the above 1964 promise to pay Nosenko $50,000 
for previous cooperation. 

In 1976 Nosenko was paid $10,000 to satisfy that part of 
the above promise relating to his identification of an espionage 
agent. Further, he was compensated in the amount of $28,500, 
representing the difference between the $25,000 a year promised 
and the actual amount paid to him during the period 1 March 1969- 
1 March 1975. 

Since 1969, the Agency has contributed to Nosenko' s 
hospitalization insurance premiums. The Agency has also 
compensated him for certain unusual medical and dental expenses. 

To date, Nosenko continues to work as an independent 
contractor, with the compensation provision being periodically 
amended. His work for the Agency includes consultation with 
both the Agency and the FBI on certain matters of current 
interest concerning Soviet intelligence activities and personnel 
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both in the U.S. and abroad. From time to time he is also 
consulted by various elements of the Agency on current Soviet 
developments and requirements. He has been and continues to 
be used as a regular lecturer at counterintelligence courses 
of the Agency, the FBI, Air Force OSI, and others. 

Our records do not show that Mr. John McCone played any 
role in authorizing Nosenko's employment and compensation 
arrangements with the CIA. 
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ANNUAL COMPENSATION TABLE 


Effective 

1 

March 

1969 

- 

$16,500 

a 

year 

Effective 

1 

March 

1970 

- 

$18,500 

a 

year 

Effective 

1 

March 

1971 

- 

$19,500 

a 

year 

Effective 

1 

March 

1972 

- 

$21,000 

a 

year 

Effective 

1 

March 

1973 

- 

$22,250 

a 

year 

Effective 

1 

March 

1974 

- 

$23,750 

a 

year 

Effective 

1 

March 

1975 

- 

$25,250 

a 

year- 

Effective 

1 

March 

1976 

- 

$26,513 

a 

year 

Effective 

1 

October 1976 

- 

$28,103 

a 

year 

Effective 

1 

March 

1977 

- 

$33,000 

a 

year 

Effective 

9 

October 1977 

- 

$35,327 

a 

year 

1978 




- 

$35,327 

a 

year 
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RESETTLEMENT FEE TABLE 


March 1964 - $2,000 

April-May 1969 - $8,000 (furniture 

and auto) 

June 1970 - $25,000 ($20,000 for down 

payment on house; $5,000 

for additional furniture, 
moving expenses, and 
other costs incidental 
to the purchase of new 
home) 

July 1973 - $15,000 (balance of 

resettlement figure 
promised) 
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12. What was the CIA's position from 1964 to 1968 on 
the question of whether Nosenko is bonafide? 

13. What is the CIA's position today on the question 
of whether Nosenko is bonafide? 

The point is that CIA, per se, did not reach an agreed 
position on Mr. Nosenko until late 1968. Various persons 
within CIA entertained serious doubts about his bona fides, 
believing in fact that he was a dispatched agent. Had the 
Agency, as distinguished from those employees, so concluded 
he could simply have been turned back. The final conclusion 
was that he is a bona fide defector, a judgment that has 
been reinforced convincingly by 14 years accumulated 
evidence . 


Mr. Helms. I have the document. 

Chairman Stokes. Mr. Helms, when this committee interviewed 
Nosenko, during the course of the testimony we took from him I 
made a special request that he provide this committee with an 
affidavit which set forth with preciseness exactly the way he was 
treated while a member — while in custody by the CIA. 

I want to read this exhibit at this time: 

In accordance with the request of the staff of the committee, the House Select 
Committee on Assassinations, I make the following statement describing the condi- 
tions of my imprisonment from April 1964, to the end of 1967. 

On April 4, 1964, I was taken for a physical checkup and a test on a lie-detector 
somewhere in a house. A doctor had given me a physical checkup and after that I 
was taken in another room for the test on a lie-detector. After finishing the test, an 
officer of CIA has come in the room and talked with the technician, started to shout 
that I was a phoney, and immediately several guards entered in the room. Guards 
ordered me to stand by the wall, to undress and check me. After that, I was taken 
upstairs in an attic room. The room had a metal bed attached to the floor in the 
center of this room. Nobody told me anything, how long I would be there or what 
would happen to me. 

After several days, two officers of CIA started interrogations. I tried to cooperate 
and even in evening hours was writing for them whatever I could recollect about 
the KGB. These officers were interrogating me about a month or 2 months. The 
tone of interrogations was hostile. Then they stopped to come to see me until the 
end of 1964. I was kept in this room until the end of 1964 and beginning of 1965. 
The conditions were very poor and difficult. I could have a shower once in a week 
and once in a week I could shave. I was not given a toothbrush and a toothpaste, 
and food given to me was very poor. I did not have enough to eat and was hungry 
all the time. I had no contact with anybody to talk to. I could not read. I could not 
smoke. I even could not have fresh air or to see anything from this room. The only 
window was screened and boarded. The only door to the room had a metal screen, 
and outside, in a corridor, two guards were watching me day and night. 

The only furniture in the room was a single bed and a lightbulb. The room was 
very hot in the summertime. 

In the end of 1964, there was started again interrogations by several different 
officers. The first day they kept me under 24-hours interrogation. All interrogations 
were done in a hostile manner. At the end of all those interrogations, when I was 
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tolH that it was the last one and asked what I wanted to be related to higher-ups, I 
said that I was a true defector and being under arrest about 386 days, I wanted to 
be put on trial, if I was found guilty or released. I also asked how long it would 
continue. 

I was told I would be there 3,860 days and even more. This evening I was taken by 
guards, blindfolded and handcuffed, in a car and delivered to an airport and put in 
a plane. I was taken to another location where I was put into a concrete room with 
bars on a door. In the room was a single steel bed and a mattress, no pillow, no 
sheet and no blanket. During winter it was very cold and I asked to give me a 
blanket, which I received after some time. 

Except 1 day of interrogation and 1 day of a test on a lie-detector, I have not seen 
anyone besides guards and a doctor. The guards were not allowed to talk with me. 
After my constant complaining that I needed fresh air, at the end of 1966 I was 
taken almost every day for 30 minutes’ exercise to a small area attached to this cell. 
The area was surrounded by chain-linked fence and by a second fence that I could 
not see through. The only thing I could see was the sky. Being in this cell, I was 
watched day and night through TV camera. Trying to pass the time a couple of 
times, I was making from threads a chess set. Every time when I finished those sets, 
immediately guards were entering in my cell and taking them from me. I was 
desperately wanting to read. Once when I was given a toothpaste, I found in the 
toothpaste box a piece of paper with description of components of this toothpaste. I 
was trying to read it under blanket, but guards noticed it and again was taken from 
me. 

Conditions in both first and second location were analogical and illogical. I was 
there until November of 1967. Then I again was transferred blindfolded and hand- 
cuffed to another location. 

In this new place I had a room with much better conditions, and CIA officers 
started questioning me every day, excluding Sundays, touching all questions con- 
cerning my biography, career in the KGB and all cases of the KGB known to me. I 
was in prison for the whole 5 years and I started my life in the USA in April of 
1969. 

Dated August 7, 1978, signed by Nosenko, Y. L 

This affidavit was taken by counsel for this committee, Kenneth 
Klein, as a result of my request. 

Having heard this affidavit as I read it, can you tell me whether 
or not that was a bona fide statement of Mr. Nosenko about the 
way he was treated by the CIA? 

Mr. Helms. Mr. Stokes, I have no means of agreeing or disagree- 
ing. I have no basis for agreeing or disagreeing. I didn't visit him 
during the time he was being held. After that affidavit was read to 
me back in August, 1 inquired of one of my former associates who 
had to do with the holding of Nosenko. He said that he was 
certainly held under difficult conditions but I don't think that his 
testimony about the food that Nosenko has — he made the point 
that the doctor examined him once a week and that certain of 
these statements would seem to be somewhat exaggerated. But I 
have no independent basis for saying that. 

You can bring this officer in here anytime you like and ask him. 
I just don't know whether it is correct or not. 

Chairman Stokes. Did anyone working under you ever request 
permission to give him drugs? 

Mr. Helms. My recollection is that there was a request made to 
use the kind of drugs that were considered to be aids in interroga- 
tion, the truth drugs, such as, I believe, sodium pentothal, is one of 
them. 

I don't recall exactly what was proposed, but I made it clear on 
that occasion that he was to be given drugs under no circum- 
stances; and I also made it clear from the very outset that he was 
not to be mistreated physically. To the best of my knowledge, he 
was never given drugs and never mistreated physically and regu- 
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larly was checked by doctors to check his state of health. The 
doctor who did the checking was a medical doctor as well as a 
psychiatrist. 

Chairman Stokes. When Mr. Hart testified here a few days ago, 
in substantially every detail in Mr. Nosenko's affidavit, Mr. Hart 
verifies that this is the way this man was treated, and he verifies 
that from 6 months compilation of records of the CIA, compiled, 
researched, and studied by him and four assistants, with that 
knowledge. 

Do you still say that your position being what it was with the 
Agency that you knew nothing of these Spartan conditions? 

Mr. Helms. I knew that he was being held under Spartan condi- 
tions. I am simply saying I am unable to attest to the details that 
he has in here, because I never went to visit him during this time. 
The reports were made to me that he was being held in Spartan 
conditions; that is why we had the doctor go down to examine him. 

Chairman Stokes. With reference to his diet there, is it your 
statement that you said that statement was exaggerated? 

Mr. Helms. The gentleman with whom I spoke a few days ago 
told me the one thing he insisted on was that Mr. Nosenko got 
enough food. He told me this. I can only attest to what he told me, 
but he is available if you want to talk to him. 

Chairman Stokes. We have the statement of the CIA that peri- 
odically during this time his diet was modified to the extent his 
portions of food were modest and restricted. That is their state- 
ment to us. 

Mr. Chairman, I think I have maybe just one or two final 
questions. 

The conditions that we have just talked about obviously began 
April 4, 1964; is that right? 

Mr. Helms. That is what you say, Mr. Stokes. 

Chairman Stokes. I am not the witness here. 

Mr. Helms. I am going with your time schedule from now on. 
There is no sense in my getting all confused and delaying this 
hearing. I will accept what you say, that it started in April 1964. 

Chairman Stokes. You will accept it. The report of the Warren 
Commission was not issued until December — September of that 
year. 

Mr. Helms. I am sorry, sir — did you say September or December? 

Chairman Stokes. I originally said December, and I was wrong. 
It was September. 

Mr. Helms. September? 

Chairman Stokes. Right. It would seem to me that that would 
have been ample time for the Warren Commission to have been 
advised of the conditions under which a defector who professed to 
have important information about Oswald was being kept. 

If I understand your testimony correctly, the Commission was 
not told of these conditions under which this defector was being 
kept? 

Mr. Helms. I don't recall their having been told; they certainly 
knew that we had the defector in our custody, because that was the 
burden of what I told the Chief Justice. The precise circumstances 
under which he was being held, if they were identified to the 
Warren Commission, I am not aware of it. 
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Chairman Stokes. Thank you, Mr. Helms. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Preyer. This may be a good place for us to break, if you 
have completed your questioning, Mr. Chairman. 

Let me suggest that the committeee recess until 1:30. Would that 
be agreeable to you, Mr. Helms? 

Mr. Helms. Certainly, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Preyer. Is that agreeable with the committee? 

The committee stands recessed until 1:30 today. 

[Whereupon, at 12:18 p.m., the hearing was recessed, the commit- 
tee to reconvene at 1:30 p.m. of the same day.] 

Afternoon Session 

Mr. Preyer. The committee will resume its session. 

The Chair recognizes Congressman Dodd for such time as he may 
consume to resume the questioning. 

Mr. Dodd. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Helms, before I begin my line of questioning, I would like to 
ask you if you might not want to clarify one of your statements. I 
received some calls over the lunch break from some constituents 
from my home State of Connecticut who were listening to the 
testimony this morning. They mentioned to me your response ear- 
lier regarding Eastern Europeans and Asians with their propensity 
to be able to pass polygraph tests, and it occurred to me that you 
might want to rephrase your statement. 

I understood you to mean trained agents from those parts of the 
world rather than Asians and Eastern Europeans as ethnic groups. 
I thought you might want to take a minute to clarify that. 

TESTIMONY OF RICHARD HELMS— (Resumed) 

Mr. Helms. Mr. Dodd, if my generalization caused offense, I had 
no intention of doing this. What I, in effect, was trying to say was 
that there is an occasional individual who lives in that part of the 
world who has spent his life lying about one thing or another and 
therefore becomes so good at it that he can pass the polygraph test. 
But this would be 1 individual in maybe 1 million or a 100,000, 
something of that kind. 

I imagine Americans, if they set their minds to it, could do it as 
well. I meant no offense to Eastern Europeans as a category or any 
individual Eastern European. 

Mr. Dodd. I thought I would clear that up. 

Mr. Helms. I am glad you did. I am sorry if any of your constitu- 
ents felt I was being disrespectful, but I had no intention of being 
that way. 

Mr. Dodd. I would like, Mr. Chairman, to ask the clerk to show 
to the witness JFK exhibit F-413A. This is a letter dated April 3, 
1964, from Lawrence R. Houston, general counsel, that Mr. Helms 
brought with him this morning and had, I believe, inserted in the 
record. 

This is the only copy. Would you please show that to Mr. Helms. 

Mr. Helms. I have it in front of me, Mr. Dodd. 

Mr. Dodd. Mr. Helms, I noted in looking at the exhibit during 
the lunch break that there was no signature on that letter. There 
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is an initial. I am not sure it is even Mr. Houston's initial but it 
was not signed by anyone. I would like to, if I could, address some 
questions to you with regard to Mr. Houston and the credibility of 
that statement. 

This morning you supplied the committee with this memoran- 
dum which was ostensibly written by Mr. Houston, the former CIA 
General Counsel, regarding meetings with the Justice Department 
officials about Nosenko. That was the substance anyway, as I un- 
derstood it, of the memorandum. Is that correct? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dodd. Is this the same Lawrence Houston who on May 7, 
1962, along with Sheffield Edwards, also of the CIA, briefed Attor- 
ney General Robert Kennedy about the pre-Bay of Pigs CIA Mafia 
plots? 

Mr. Helms. I believe it was the same Mr. Houston. He was 
General Counsel of the Agency for many years. 

Mr. Dodd. I am looking here at the report from the Intelligence 
Committee on page 131, the bottom paragraph: “Briefing of the 
Attorney General on May 7, 1962." 

An entry in Attorney General Kennedy's calendar for May 7, 
1962, states, “1 o'clock Richard Helms. At 4 o'clock the Attorney 
General met with Houston and Edwards to be briefed on the CIA 
operation involving Maheu, Rosselli, and Giancana." 

Mr. Helms. That would be the meeting. 

Mr. Dodd. That satisfies your recollection? 

Mr. Helms. That satisfies my recollection. I have been ques- 
tioned about that calendar on many occasions. That appointment 
that I had with the Attorney General that day at 1 o'clock appar- 
ently was canceled, so I was never there. But I believe Edwards 
and Houston did keep their appointment. 

Mr. Dodd. Isn't it true that at that meeting both Mr. Houston 
and Mr. Edwards told the Attorney General — on May 17, 1962 — 
that the CIA-Mafla plots no longer were in any existence, were 
terminated? 

Mr. Helms. That is my understanding of what they told him, Mr. 
Dodd. I believe — wasn't that contained in a memorandum for the 
record written after their meeting? Was it written by Colonel 
Edwards? I don't recall; someone wrote it. 

Mr. Dodd. I will quote for you the bottom paragraph, bb, on page 

132 of this report. It says, “And that Kennedy was told the activity 
had been terminated as of that time." 

Mr. Helms. I assume that is what they told him. 

Mr. Dodd. In fact, I will read a direct quote here I have on page 

133 of this same report, footnote 4 referring to the italicized para- 
graph at the top of page 133: 

The Attorney General was not told that the gambling syndicate operation had 
already been reactivated, nor as far as we know was he ever told that CIA had a 
continuing involvement with U.S. gangster elements. 

That is from the Inspector General's report, page 65. That is 
where the italicized words come from. And then the fourth footnote 
referrring to this general line of questioning, it says, footnote 4: 

Houston testified that Kennedy insisted “There was not to be any contact of the 
Mafia without prior consultation with him.” 



120 


Isn’t it also true to your knowledge that in 1967 the CIA Inspec- 
tor General’s report concluded that Sheffield Edwards had, in fact, 
lied when they and Houston had told the Attorney General that 
these plots no longer existed? 

Mr. Helms. Does it appear in the Inspector General’s report that 
Edwards lied? 

Mr. Dodd. Well, maybe semantically we could 

Mr. Helms. I’m not caviling, I just don’t recall any more. 

Mr. Dodd. On page 134 of this same report, I am reading from 
the first full paragraph at the top of page 134, which reads as 
follows: 

As concluded by the CIA itself and the Inspector General’s report, Edwards’ 
statement that he was not aware of these developments is implausible. 

Do you have any disagreement with that statement? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know how to judge it one way or the other. I 
did not recall the statement as I was sitting here, and I am just 
unable to help with it. If the Inspector General thought it was 
implausible, I guess he thought it was, but I don’t think any final 
judgment was made about it. It was part of a very long report 
which was directed at some other things as well, and I don’t recall 
this ever became an issue that anybody had attempted to define, or 
refine, let me put it that way. 

Mr. Dodd. The reason I raise it is the credibility of Mr. Houston 
with regard to the memo, and I thought maybe you might be able 
to shed some light on why that was not signed. Was that a normal 
operating procedure not to sign something with your name type- 
written underneath it? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. What we are dealing with is a Xerox, 
or if it isn’t a Xerox— maybe I shouldn’t use a company name — 
let’s say a copy. I don’t know whether it is a copy of the original 
memorandum Mr. Houston wrote or a copy of a copy that was 
made at the time that he wrote the memorandum. I don’t know 
who put the signed LRH down here. In other words, I think that 
we need some help from the agency as to the exact circumstances, 
but I can’t conceive that Mr. Houston wouldn’t be glad to speak for 
himself. He is still alive and well and living here in Washington. 

Mr. Dodd. Thank you very much. 

This morning I believe I heard you testify that you gave all of 
the information you believed pertinent to the Warren Commis- 
sion’s investigation— to the commission promptly. Am I recalling 
your statement correctly there? 

Mr. Helms. I said— I believe I testified, Mr. Dodd, that I believed 
this to be the case although I had learned in recent years that one 
must never make a flat statement about anything, so there may 
have been certain cases in which they did not get information 
promptly. But I believe our effort was to give it to them as 
promptly as possible. 

Mr. Dodd. Alright, I would like to proceed, if I could, for the next 
few minutes and ask you to respond to questions surrounding the 
so-called assassination plots that were ongoing during the period 
from 1961 on. And so I would like to have you focus your attention 
on that particular aspect of your inquiry here today. 
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My first question is, to your knowledge, was any member of the 
Warren Commission, or its staff, ever informed by the Central 
Intelligence Agency of the CIA’s anti-Castro assassination plots? 

Mr. Helms. I assume that you are referring to the one that is 
most frequently characterized as an assassination plot which in- 
volved the Mafia? Because the other assassination plots I don’t 
accept as assassination plots. And so again we have a definitional 
problem. 

Mr. Dodd. Let’s start off and ask whether the Warren Commis- 
sion was ever informed of any of these attempts on the Cuban 
regime whether on the person of Fidel Castro or an effort to 
overthrow his government, or an effort to knock him off personal- 
ly — whatever they fall into. In any of those to areas your knowl- 
edge was the Warren Commission, members or their staff, ever 
informed of these efforts? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know what the Warren Commission knew, 
Mr, Dodd. I didn’t inform them of these things, but they had 
among them as members Mr. Allen Dulles, who was certainly 
aware of what had been going on with respect to Cuba; Senator 
Russell of Georgia, the chairman of the Oversight Committee, who 
was also aware of what was going on with respect to Cuba; Mr. 
McCone, who was director at the time, also knew what was hap- 
pening. What the Commission knew from those gentlemen I don’t 
know. I never spoke to them myself about it. 

Mr. Dodd. But you never did personally? 

Mr. Helms. I never did. 

Mr. Dodd. I would like to draw your attention if I could to page 
22 of your now declassified August 9, 1978, testimony before this 
committee written, you stated and I will quote— do you have a copy 
of the report in front of you? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, I do. What page is this? 

Mr. Dodd. Page 22. 

Mr. Helms. I am on 22. 

Mr. Dodd. On line 9. Doe^ your copy read, “The only assassina- 
tion plot that had any semblance of substance to it” — I am quoting 
your response now to Mr. Goldsmith’s question — “was one involv- 
ing a couple of Mafia chieftains and which were supposed to have 
taken place before the Bay of Pigs.” 

Is that an accurate reflection of your views? 

Mr. Helms. As far as I know, it is an accurate statement. I would 
make essentially the same statement today. 

Mr. Dodd. Before proceeding with the line of questioning on that, 
may I ask who these Mafia organized crime chieftains were? 

Mr. Helms. My recollection — I would like to point out that there 
were two times in which different people were in touch with the 
Mafia. One happened before I was aware that this was going on 
and which was the episode that was referred to by Colonel Edwards 
and Mr. Houston when they saw the Attorney General. 

The second one, which I never characterized as an assassination 
plot because as far as I knew it never went anywhere, was a second 
one involving the Mafia, the one which I have on public television 
apologized for and said it was the greatest mistake of my life to 
have had anything to do with it and I am sorry about it. But I have 



122 


never had any convincing evidence from any human being today 
that this plot ever went anywhere. 

I think just to make myself quite explicit here, I would want to 
see the information that said that I had any indication from Wil- 
liam Harvey that his operation with Rosselli ever produced any- 
thing in Havana. I would like some evidence of this. I would like a 
statement under oath from somebody other than a Mafia chieftain. 

Mr. Dodd. I will go back to my question again. The first relation- 
ship existed prior to your direct involvement, is that right? 

Mr. Helms. That is right. 

Mr. Dodd. This is prior to the May 7, 1962, meeting referred to 
by Colonel Edwards and Mr. Houston? 

Mr. Helms. That is right, and therefore I don’t know the details 
of it. 

Mr. Dodd. Am I correct in assuming that the names referred to 
in the report Mr. Rosselli, Mr. Giancana, that those were the 
principals involved. Were there others that you were aware of? 

Mr. Helms. I believe there were others. I thought there was a 
fellow named Trafficante involved but I am not sure about that. He 
maybe came into the picture later. 

Mr. Dodd. I do recognize that you have made a public apology 
and I preface my questions to you with that in mind. But could you 
tell this committee who the individuals were that you happened to 
be involved with on the second set of circumstances involving 
Mafia chieftains or organized crime figures? 

Mr. Helms. As far as I am aware in that particular situation it 
was William K. Harvey who was in touch with John Rosselli, and 
it was Harvey and Rosselli who were attempting to find, if I 
understood it correctly, some channel from Florida into Havana. 

I also understand that there was a question of poison pills which 
were supposed to be transported to Havana. There was never any 
evidence they were ever transported there or ever left the United 
States. There was never any evidence that this plot ever left the 
Florida mainland. If it was indeed an assassination plot, it was 
misadvertised to me, because I had understood it was an effort to 
see if a connection could be made between the Mafia in Florida and 
the Mafia in Havana. To the best of my knowledge, the connection 
never was made. 

Mr. Dodd. Other than Mr. Harvey and Mr. Rosselli, was there 
anyone else that would fall into the character of being members of 
organized crime that you had direct contact with? 

Mr. Helms. I had direct contact with none of— the only gentle- 
man I had direct contact with myself was Harvey, who was a staff 
officer. I never met Mr. Rosselli. I never met Mr. Giancana. If I 
met a Mafia chieftain, I wasn’t aware of it. 

Mr. Dodd. Am I to understand that Mr. Giancana was also 
involved in this second 

Mr. Helms. I don’t think he was. It was not my understanding 
that he was. But then I have no way of demonstrating that, Mr. 
Dodd. The Mafia has its own internal organization, and who Ros- 
selli talked to I don’t know. 

Mr. Dodd. Going back again to the statement that I read from 
page 22 of your declassified testimony before this committee, “The 
only assassination plot that had any semblance or substance was 
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the one involving a couple of Mafia chieftains." I would like to, 
refer to JFK exhibit F-527. I would ask the clerk to supply Mr. 
Helms with a copy of that exhibit. 

And I would ask you, Mr. Helms, if you would take a look over 
this exhibit with particular emphasis on the last paragraph of 
what is page 2 of the exhibit, page 3, to the top of page 4, ending 
with the paragraph that ends at the top of page 4. Take a minute 
to look at that. 

I am not asking that you read it out loud but just that you 
familiarize yourself with the contents of this exhibit. 

Mr. Helms. I have read that now. 

Mr. Dodd. Is it fair to assume you recognize this document? You 
have seen it before? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, I have. 

Mr. Dodd, Am I correct in stating this is the CIA's Inspector 
General's report done in 1967 

Mr. Helms. The one that I asked to have done. 

Mr. Dodd. The one you asked to have done as DCI, Director of 
the Agency? 

Mr. Helms. Right. 

Mr. Dodd. I don't intend to read all of this but beginning at the 
last sentence on page 2 of the Inspector General's report it reads as 
follows: 

We can identify five separate phases in agency assassination planning although 
the transitions from one to another are not always sharply defined. Each phase is a 
reflection of the then prevailing government attitude toward the Cuban regime. 

Without reading each one of them, the Inspector General's report 
prepared at your request, then outlines in separate paragraphs, 
from A to E, five separate phases, as they describe, and using their 
language again, in “agency assassination planning." 

I would like to know, first of all, how you can explain that we 
have in a report prepared for you in 1967 what appears to me to be 
five separate areas of assassination planning and how that can be 
distinguished from your statement to this committee in executive 
session where you talk about basically one or the semblance of one 
assassination attempt involving organized crime figures. Can you 
please enlighten the committee as to how you can reach two sepa- 
rate — 

Mr. Helms. Yes, I can. I think this is rather lurid language that 
has been used in this report. As I read through it, this looks like 
the efforts that were made during this time to upset the Castro 
regime. If one identifies that as assassination planning, I don't 
think that is a proper description of it, and if somebody will come 
forth with all the items that are supposed to have been in that 
planning, I would be delighted to hear it. 

Mr. Dodd. They identify here one period beginning prior to 
August 1960. That is the first one. The second one is August 1960 
to April 1961. The third is April 1961 late 1961. 

Mr. Helms. Aren't those all the same one? 

Mr. Dodd. That is my question for you. The Inspector General 
seemed to distinguish between the various phases here, and accord- 
ing to your testimony before us, is this what you were referring to? 
Is this what you are calling one, what they call five? 
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Mr. Helms. That is right. I became involved with this business 
sometime in 1962 after I took over as DDP. I’ve forgotten what 
month. Anything prior to that I didn’t have anything to do with. I 
would assume this was one plot but maybe there were others. But 
if there are, in all the time I spent with the Church committee and 
all the time I have spent endlessly for the last 3 or 4 years, it 
seems to me, about these matters, I haven’t had anything else 
brought to my attention. And if you gentlemen have something, I 
would like to know it. But I don’t know what it is and I am sorry I 
can’t help. 

Mr. Dodd. Did you take issue with this report 11 years ago at the 
time it was issued? 

Mr. Helms. Mr. Dodd, when I got this report I had some prob- 
lems with respect to reporting to President Johnson about certain 
points that he was particularly interested in. I did not attempt to 
parse it or analyze it or get it changed or do anything with it 
except use it as a fact-finding document. 

I want to say right now that I never expected to see the docu- 
ment in the public domain declassified for the appetites of all those 
who wanted to make the most of it, and therefore if I had known 
this, I obviously would have edited the report and changed it 
rather substantially, put it in the hands of lawyers and had it 
entirely rearranged. 

Mr. Dodd. I say to you, Mr. Helms, with all due respect, it is not 
being put into evidence to satisfy the voracious appetites of anyone 
but merely to try to clear up a point we are trying to resolve here. 
I hope you don’t understand 

Mr. Helms. What is the point you would like to resolve? 

Mr. Dodd. As someone who is just confronted, I am not an expert 
in these matters but I read your transcript and you said, “The only 
assassination plot that had any semblance of substance was the one 
involving a couple of Mafia chieftians.” 

Mr. Helms. And that is what I believe to this date. 

Mr. Dodd. I am confronted with an Inspector General’s report 
which was not written to satisfy the appetites of anyone I presume. 
It is a declassified document which says, “We can identify five 
separate phases.” I am merely asking you to clarify that in light of 
the earlier statement. That is the only purpose for this being 
brought into testimony. 

Mr. Helms. I am sorry. For example, it says here that particular 
scheme — which scheme? Is this the Mafia thing that we are talking 
about? 

Mr. Dodd. That is correct. 

Mr. Helms. And was again pushed vigorously in the area of 
Mongoose and in the climate of intense administration pressure to 
do something about Castro and Cuba. Are we talking about the 
same Mafia thing here as well? If that is a lot of plots, I regard it 
as one and the same operation. And if I am misleading you in some 
fashion 

Mr. Dodd. Maybe I can help you. Is it one and the same in your 
mind because it involved Cuba and Fidel Castro, and that was one 
entity? 

Mr. Helms. The only one that I know about that was serious or 
that seemed to have been taken seriously was the one involving 
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Rosselli and Harvey. I believe the Church committee brought out — 
found a wetsuit, a clam shell, various things that were on the shelf 
in the agency that were regarded as things that might be used in 
possibly killing Castro, or being used against him, which never 
came off the shelf, were never used. If that is a plot to have created 
this, then I will back up and say we ought to enumerate every 
single item that conceivably had to do with the invasions of Cuba 
which we were constantly running under government aegis. We 
had task forces that were striking at Cuba constantly. We were 
attempting to blow up powerplants, we were attempting to ruin 
sugar mills, we were attempting to do all kinds of things during 
this period. This was a matter of American Government policy. 
This wasn't the CIA alone. 

Now, if those things taper over into assassination plots, maybe 
so. I find the semantics the English incendiary but not very clear 
and not very clarifying, and not very specific. 

Mr. Dodd. Mr. Chairman, I would ask unanimous consent that 
exhibit JFK F-527 be entered into the record at this time. 

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, JFK F-527 is entered into the 
record at this point. 

[Whereupon exhibit JFK F-527 was received in evidence.] 
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JFK Exhibit F-527 

THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 
Washington, d. c. wsos 


Office of Legislative Counsel 


20 September 1978 


Mr. G. Robert Blakey 

Chief Counsel and Director 

House Select Committee on Assassinations 

Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Blakey: 

Attached you will find pages 1-8, 14, 17-18, 24-25, 
37-39, 62a-63, 94, 118, 130-133 from the report by the 
Inspector General on plotting against Castro. These 
pages have been sanitized and declassified in compliance 
with a request by Mr. Goldsmith, and may be used by you 
in your hearings. 


It should be noted that it is Agency policy to not 
release reports of the Inspector General outside the 
Agency, in order to protect the unique fact-finding 
advisory function that they fulfill within the Agency. 

Were the internal confidentiality of the reports to be 
compromised the effectiveness of the function could be 
impaired. Because so much of the information from the 1967 
report was placed officially in the public domain by the 
interim report of the Church Committee, Alleged Assassi- 
nation Plots Involving Foreign Leaders , it can be released 
in this form on this special occasion. 


Sincerely yours, 

S. D. Breckinridge 
Principal Coordinator, HSCA 


end. 
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25 April 1967 ' 

MEMORANDUM 

This reconstruction of Agency involvement in plans to * 
assassinate Fidel Castro is at test an imperfect history. Because 
of the extreme sensitivity of the operations being discussed, or 
attempted, as a matter of principle no official records were kept 
of planning, of approvals, or of implementation. The few vritten 
records that do exist are either largely tangential to the main 
events or vere put on paper from memory years afterward. William 
Harvey has retained skeletal notes of his activities during the 
years in question, and they are our best source of dates. 

of the Office of Medical Services, has a record of 
whom he met and when and cryptic references to the subjects discussed r 
of TSD, has a record of two or three dates that are 
pertinent. ^ and _ were involved in only the technical 

aspects of operational planning, and their participations vere short- 
lived. Although fragmentary, their records are a help in establishing 
critical time frames. Operational files are useful in some instances, 
because they give dates of meetings, the substances of which may be 
inferred from collateral information. 

For the most part, though, ve have had to rely on information 
given to us orally by people whose memories are fogged by time. 

Their recollections of dates are particularly hazy, and some of them 
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are no longer able to keep the details of one plan separate from those 
of another. We interviewed everyone whom we could identify as likely 
to be knowledgeable , with the exceptions of Mr. Dulles and General 
Cabell. A complete list is attached at Tab A. We did not go on 
fishing expeditions among the mere possibles. To have done so would 
have risked making witting a number of employees who were previously 
unwitting and,, in our estimate, would have added little to the details 
available from those directly involved. There are inconsistencies 
among the various accounts, but most of them can be resolved by 
collating the information furnished by all of the identifiable 
participants in a particular plan and by then checking it against 
specific dates that can be fixed with fair certainty. We believe 
that this reconstruction of what happened and of the thinking 
associated with it is reasonably sound. If there are significant 
inaccuracies in the report, they are most likely to occur in faulty 
ordering of the sequence of events. People still remember much of 
what happened, but they can no longer recall precisely when. 

It be cam e clear very early in our investigation that the vigor 
with which schemes were pursued within the Agency to eliminate Castro 
personally varied with the intensity of the U.S. Government's efforts 
to overthrow the Castro regime. We can identify five separate phases 
in Agency assassination planning, although the transitions from one 
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to another are not always sharply defined. Each phase is a reflection 
of the then prevailing Government attitude toward the Cuban regime. 

a. Prior to August I 960 : All of the identifiable schemes 

prior to about August i960, vith one possible exception, were 
aimed only at discrediting Castro personally by influencing 
his behaviour or by altering his appearance. 

b. August i960 to April 1961 : The plots that were hatched 

in late i960 and early 1961 were aggressively pursued and were 
viewed by at least some of the participants as being merely one 
aspect of the over-all active effort to overthrow the regime 
that culminated in the Bay of Pigs. 

c. April 1961 to late I96I : A major scheme that was 

begun in August i960 was called off after the Bay of Pigs and - 
remained dormant for several months, as did most other Agency 
operational activity related to Cuba. 

d. Late 1961 to late 1962 : That particular scheme was 

reactivated in early 1962 and was again pushed vigorously in the 
era of Project MONGOOSE and in the climate of intense admini- 
stration pressure on CIA to do something about Castro and his 
Cuba . 

e. Late 1962 until veil into 1963 : After the Cuban missile 
crisis of October 1962 and the collapse of Project MONGOOSE, the 
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aggressive scheme that was begun in August i960 and revived in 
April 1962 was finally terminated in early 1963. .Two other 
plots were originated in 19&3* but both were impracticable 
and nothing ever cane of them. 

We cannot overemphasize the extent to which responsible Agency 

Kennedy 

officers felt themselves subject to the /administration* s severe 
pressures to do something about Castro and his regime. The fruitless 
and, in retrospect, often unrealistic plotting should be viewed in 
that light. 

Many of those we interviewed stressed two points that are so 
obvious that recording them here may be superfluous. We believe, 
though, that they are pertinent to the story. Elimination of the 
dominant figure in a government, even when loyalties are held to him 
personally rather than to the government as a body, will not 
necessarily cause the downfall of the government. Ibis point was 
stressed with respect to Castro and Cuba in an internal CIA draft- 
paper of October 19 6l, which was initiated in response to General 
Maxwell Taylor's desire for a contingency plan. The paper took the 
position that the demise of Fidel Castro, from whatever cause, would 
offer little opportunity for the liberation of Cuba from Communist 
and Soviet Bloc control. The second point, which is more specifically 
relevant to our investigation, is that bringing about the downfall of 
a government necessarily requires the removal of its leaders fro m 
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positions of power , and there is always the risk that the partici- 
pants will resort to assassination. Such— ■ pwe r w -a»-tha 
house-arrest- of -a-Mossadeq-or the * flight-of -a Batista -should' riot 
cause, .one. to, overlook the- killings of aDlcnr or of a Trujillo- by 
forces, encouraged- but not controlled bythe-U.S. Goveirrnent- 

There is a third point, which was not directly made by any of - 
those we interviewed, but which emerges clearly from the interviews 
and from review of files. The point is that of ftequent resort to 
synecdoche — the mention of a part when the whole is to be understood, 
or vice versa. Thus, we encounter repeated references to phrases such 
as "disposing of Castro," which may be read in the narrow, literal 
sense of assassinating him, when it is Intended that it be read in 
the broader, figurative sense of dislodging the Castro regime. 
Keversing the coin, we find people speaking vaguely of "doing some- 
thing about Castro" when it is clear that what they have specifically 
in mind is killing him. In a situation wherein those speaking may 
not have actually meant what they seemed to say or may not have said 
what they actually meant, they should not be surprised if their oral 
shorthand is interpreted differently than was intended. 

The suggestion was made to us that operations aimed at the 
assassination of Castro may have been generated in an atmosphere of 
stress in intelligence publications on the possibility of Castro's 
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demise and on the reordering of the political structure that would 
follow. We reviewed intelligence publications from i960 through 
1966, 

The KXE's on ,r The Situation and Prospects in Cuba" 

have brief paragraphs on likely successor 

governments if Castro were to depart the scene. 

In each case the treatment is no more nor 
less than one would expect to find in comprehensive round-ups such 
a s these. We conclude that there is no reason to believe that the 
operators were unduly influenced by the content of intelligence 
publications. 

Drew Pearson's column of 7 March 1967 refers to a reported CIA 
plan in 1963 to assassinate Cuba's Fidel Castro. Pearson also has 
information, as yet unpublished, to the effect that there was a 
meeting at the State Department at which assassination of Castro 
was discussed and that a team actually landed in Cuba with pills to 
be used in an assassination attempt. There is basis in fact for each 
of those three reports. 

a. A CIA officer passed an assassination weapon to an 
Agency Cuban asset at a meeting in Baris on 22 Kovember 19 o 3 - 
The weapon was a ballpoint pen rigged as a hypodermic syringe. 
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The CIA officer suggested that the Cuban asset load the syringe 
vith Black Leaf 40 . The evidence indicates that the meeting 
was under way at the very moment President Kennedy vas shot. 

b. There vas a meeting of the Special Group (Augmented) 
in Secretary Rusk’s conference room on 10 August l$o 2 at which 
Secretary McNamara broached the subject of liquidation of 
Cuban leaders. The discussion resulted in a Project MONGOOSE 
action memorandum prepared by Edvard Lansdalc . At another 
Special Group meeting on 31 July 1964 there vas discussion, of ' 
a recently- disseminated Clandestine Services information report 
on a Cuban exile plot to assassinate Castro. CIA had refused 
the exile’s request for funds and had no involvement in the plot>. 

c. CIA twice (first in early 1961 and again in early 19 o 2 ) 
supplied lethal pills to U.S. gambling syndicate members working 
in behalf of CIA on a plot to assassinate Fidel Castro. The 1961 
plot aborted and the pills vere recovered. Those furnished* in 
April 1962 vere passed by the gambling syndicate representative 
to a Cuban exile leader in Florida, who in turn had them sent to 
Cuba about May 1962. in June 1962 the exile leader reported that 
a team of three men had been dispatched to Cuba to recruit for the 
operation. If the opportunity presented itself, the team would 
make an attempt on Castro’s life — perhaps using the pills. 
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This report describes these and other episodes in detail; puts them 
into perspective; and reveals, that while the events described by 
Drew Dearson did occur and are subject to being patched together 
as though one complete story, the implication of a direct, causative 
relationship among them is unfounded. 
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Gambling Syndicate 

The first seriously-pursued CIA plan to assassinate Castro had 
its Inception in August i960. It involved the use of members of 
the criminal underworld with contacts inside Cuba- The operation 
had two phases: the first ran from August i960 until late April 

or early May 1961, when it was called off following the Bay of Rigs; 
the second ran from April 1962 until February 1963 and was merely 
a revival of the first phase which had been inactive since about 
May 1961. 

Gambling Syndicate - Phase 1 

August i960 

Richard Bis sell. Deputy Director for Plans, asked Sheffield 
Edwards, Director of Security, if Edwards could establish contact 
with the U.S. gambling syndicate that was active in Cuba. The 
objective clearly was the assassination of Castro although Edwards 
claims that there was a studied avoidance of the term in his * 
conversation with Bis sell. Bissell recalls that the idea originated 
with J. C. King, then Chief of VH Division, although King now 
recalls having had only limited knowledge of such a plan and at a 
much later date — about mid-1962. 
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sa roe way. A memorandum for the record prepared by Sheffield Eduards 
on 14 Kay 1962 states: "No monies were ever paid to Roselli and 

Giancana, ftaheu was paid part of his expense money during 'the periods 
that he vas in Miami." (Giancana is "Gold.") 

was introduced (in true name) to Roselli as an employee 
of llaheu, the explanation being that “ .vould handle the 
case for Maheu, because Maheu vas too busy to work on it full time 
himself. No one else in the Office of Security vas made vitting of 
the operation at this time. Eduards himself did not meet Roselli 
until the summer of 1962 . 

At this point, about the second half of September, Shef Edvards 
told Bissell that he had a friend, a private investigator, who had 
a contact who in turn had other contacts through vhom syndicate 
elements in Cuba could be reached. These syndicate elements in 
Cuba vould be willing to take on such an operation. As of the latter 
part of September i 960 , Edvards, ; and Bissell were the only- 

one s in the Agency who knew of a plan against Castro involving U.S. 
gangster elements. Edvards states that Richard Helms vac not informed 
of the plan, because Cuba vas being handled by Bissell at that time* 

With Bissell present, Edwards briefed the Director (Allen Dulles) 
and the DDCI (General Cabell) on the existence of a plan involving 
members of the syndicate. The discussion vas circumspect; Edvards 
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deliberately avoided the use of any "bad words." The descriptive term 
used was "an intelligence operation." Edwards is quite sure that the 
DC I and the DDCI clearly understood the nature of the operation he 
was discussing. He recalls describing the channel as being 'from A to 
B to C." As he then envisioned it, "A" was Maheu, "B" was Ro 3 elli, 
and "C" was the principal in Cuba. Edwards recalls that Mr. Dulles 
merely nodded, presumably in understanding and approval. Certainly, 
there was no opposition. Edwards states that, while there was no 
formal approval as such, he felt that he clearly had tacit approval 
to use his own Judgment. Bis sell committed $150,000 for the support * 
of the operation. 

(Comment: In the light of this description of the brief ing* 

it is appropriate to conjecture as to Just what the Director did 
approve. It is safe to conclude, given the men participating 
and the general subject of the meeting, that there was little 
likelihood of misunderstanding — even though the details were 
deliberately blurred and the specific intended result was never 
stated in unmistakable language. It is also reasonable to 
conclude that the pointed avoidance of tr bad words” emphasized 
to the participants the extreme sensitivity of the operation.) 

During the week of 25 September i 960 , jmd Maheu went to 

Miami where Roselli introduced only Maheu to "Sam Cold" at a meeting 
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tying it to a recollection that Castro frequently drank tea, coffee, 
or "bouillon, for which a liquid poison would be particularly well 
suited. 

January - February 1961 

Despite the decision that a poison in liquid fora would, be most 
desirable, what was actually prepared and delivered was a solid in 
the form of small pills about the size of saccharine tablets, 
remembers meeting with Edwards and -in Edwards* office to 

discuss the requirement. The specifications were that the poison be 
stable, soluble, safe to handle, undetectable, not immediately acting, 
and with a firmly predictable end result. Botulin comes nearest to _ 
meeting all of those requirements, and it may be put up in either 
liquid or solid form. “* states that the pill form was 

chosen because of ease and safety of handling. 

(Comment: The gangsters may have had some influence on the 

choice of a means of assassination. says that in his 

very early discussions with the gangsters (or, more precisely, 
Maheu's discussions with them) consideration was given to possible 
ways of accomplishing the mission. Apparently the Agency had first 
thought in terms of a typical, gangland-style killing in which 
Castro would be gunned down. Giancana was flatly opposed to the 
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use of firearms. He said that no one could be recruited to do 
the Job, because the chance of survival and escape voirld be 
negligible. Giancana stated a preference for a lethal pill 
that could be put into Castro* s food or drink. Trafficante 
("Joe, the courier") vas in touch with a disaffected Cuban 
official with access to Castro and presumably of a sort that 
would enable him to surreptitiously poison Castro. The gangsters 
named their nan inside as .'who vas then- 

< 

“ 1 - ♦ 

The gangsters said that; had once been in a position to 

receive kickbacks from the gambling interests, had since lost 
that source of income, and needed the money.) 

When Edwards received the pills he dropped one into a glass of 
water to test it for solubility and found that it did not even 
disintegrate, let alone dissolve. took them back and made 

up a new batch that met the requirement for solubility. Edwards 
at that point wanted assurance that the pills were truly lethal. He 
called on to make an independent test of them. Edwards gave 

money to buy guinea pigs as test animals. _ has a record of a 

conversation with _ ^on 6 February 1961. It may have related to 
the tests, but we cannot be sure. What appears to have happened is that 
tested the pills on the guinea pigs and found them ineffective. 

- 2 ^, - 
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Gambling Syndicate - Phase 2 

William Harvey, Chief of was briefed in February 1961 

(by authority of Richard Bissell) on phase one of the gambling 

syndicate operation. That briefing was in connection with a sensitive 

operation that Bissell had assigned to Harvey. Harvey describes it 

thus: Early in the Kennedy administration, Bissell called him in to 

discuss vhat Harvey refers to as an Executive Action Capability; i.e., 

a general stand-by capability to carry out assassinations when required. 

Harvey's notes quote Bissell as saying, "The White House has twice 

urged me to create such a capability." Bissell recalls discussing 

the question of developing a general capability with Harvey. He 

mentioned the Edwards/gambling syndicate operation against Castro 

in that context, but he now thinks that the operation was over by 

then and that reference to it was in terms of a past operation as a 

case in point. It was on this basis that Harvey arranged to be 

briefed by Edwards. Harvey's fixing of the date as February was -only 

after review of events both preceding the briefing and following it. 

as 

He says now that it might have been/early as late January or as late 
as March 1961. 

After some discussion of the problems involved in developing an 
Executive Action Capability, Bissell placed Harvey in charge of the 
effort. Harvey says that Bissell had already discussed certain aspects 
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of the problem witl and with ....... \ Since 

was already cut in, Harvey used him in developing the 
Executive Action Capability, although never with respect to Castro* 

We did not question _ Ion his knowledge of the program for 

creating an Executive Action Capability, but Harvey's mention of him 
in this connection may explain a notation by " ' ‘ that Harvey 

instructed _ j to discuss techniques with _ ^ without associating 

the discussion with the Castro operation. 

Harvey states that after the decision was made to go ahead with, 
the creating of an Executive Action Capability, and while he was 
still discussing its develojznent with Bis sell, he briefed Mr. Helms 
fully on the general concept but without mention of the then ongoing 
plan to assassinate Castro. 

The Executive Action program came to be known as ZRRIFLE. Its 
principal asset was an agent, QJWIN, who had been recruited earlier 
by* for use in a special operation in the Congo 

-0-f-Pa tri to be run by ?. - 

» 

cade a survey of the scene, decided he wanted no part In 
an assassination attempt, and asked to be released — which Bis sell 
granted.) The project name, ZRRIFEJE,- first appears in the files in 
May 1961, although the first recorded approval is dated 19 February 
1962. The new DD/P (Helms) on that date authorized Ilarvey, by 
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memorandum to handle the project on a .special basis. Accounting for 
expenditures vas to be by general category and on Harvey * a certifi- 
cation. The initial approval vas. for $1^,700, consisting of §J,200 
for QJWIN* s annual salary and $7 j 5°0 for operational expenses. 

Project ZRRIFLE vas covered as an operation (ostensibly 

to develop a capability for entering safes and for kidnapping couriers). 
It continued on a course separate from the Edvards/gambling syndicate 
operation against Castro until 15 November 1961 . Harvey has a note 
that on that date he discussed with Bis sell the application of the 
ZRRIFIE program to Cuba. Harvey says that Bis sell instructed him to 
take over Edvards* contact with the criminal syndicate and thereafter 
to run the operation against Castro. Harvey adds that, as a completely 
unrelated development, shortly after this discussion with Bissell he 
vas told by Helms that he vas to be placed in charge of the Agency's 
Cuba task force. 

Late 1961 - Early 1962 

Harvey recalls that he vas very busy vith a number of things in 
the period that followed the discussion with Bissell that led to his 
taking over Edvards* Castro operation. He vas turning over his 
responsibilities in * He vas working vith USA on the Martin/ 
Mitchell defection case. He vas reading in on Cuba operations and 
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briefed the DDCI, General Carter, vho said he understood the situation 
and in due tine might brief the Director, Mr. McCone. It is not known 
whether General Carter did or did not brief Mr. McCone. There is no 
indication that General Carter was further briefed on the full details 
of the assassination plot against Castro. 

May 1963 

The Attorney General obviously was told of CIA's operational 
involvement with gangster elements, because he requested a briefing 
on the details. On 7 Kay 19 & 2 Sheffield Edvards and Lawrence Houston 
met with Attorney General Robert Kennedy and, as Edwards puts it, 
"briefed him all thej^ay." Houston says that after the briefing „ . 
Kennedy "thought about the problem quite seriously. " The Attorney 
General said that . he could see the problem and that he could not proceed 
against those involved in the wiretapping case. He spoke quite 
firmly, saying in effect, "I trust that if you ever try to do business 
with organized crime again — with gangsters — you will let the Attorney 
General know before you do it.” Houston quotes Edwards as replying that 
this was a reasonable request. Edwards says that among the points 
covered was that of Roselli'c motivation. The Attorney General had 
thought that Roselli vas doing the Job (the attempt at assassination, 
of Castro) for money. Edwards corrected that impression; lie vas not. 
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Houston recalls that during the meeting vith the Attorney 
General the latter asked for a memorandum record of the meeting. 
Edwards believes that the request was made later and by telephone. 

A memorandum was prepared and was signed by Eduards. Both Eduards and 
Houston recall having had a hand in writing it. A transmittal buck- 
slip from Houston to Kennedy notes that the request was made on 
11 Kay, which suggests that Eduards is correct in his belief that the 
request was made by telephone after the 7 May "briefing of the Attorney 
General. The memorandum is dated l4 May 19^2. It was typed in two 
copies only, with the original being sent to Attorney General Kennedy 
and the other copy being retained by the Director of Security. It was 

typed by Edwards' secretary, ’* It does not state the 

purpose of the operation on which Kennedy was briefed, but it does . 
make it clear that the operation vac against Castro and its true 
purpose may be inferred from the memorandum. 

Edwards states that the briefing of the Attorney General and 
the forwarding of a memorandum of record was carried out without* 
briefing the Director (John McCone), the DDCI (General Carter), or the 
DD/P (Richard Helms). He felt that, since they bad not been privy to 
the operation when it was under way, they should be protected from 
involvement In it after the fact. As noted previously, Houston had 
briefed the DDCI on the fact that there was a matter involving the 
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out of the meeting, and AmiA* 1 * * were informed tha t President 

Kennedy had been assassinated. was visibly moved over the 

news. He asked, "Why do such things happen to good people?" The 
contact report does not state the tine nor the duration of the 

— AMWfcid meeting, but it is likely that at the very moment 
President Kennedy was shot a CIA officer vas meeting with a Cuban 
agent in Baris and giving him an assassination device for use against 
Castro. states that he received an OFD-i cable from FitzGerald 

that night or early the next morning telling him that everything vas 
off. We do not find such a cable in the AMLASH file. There is 
a record in the file that vac due to arrive back in 

Washington at 1810 hours, 23 November. 

The AMLASH project vas probably about as widely known within 
the Clandestine Services ac any other project of a similar nature. 
However, we can identify only four people who know of the Just- 
described episode Involving a hypodermic syringe and Black Leaf 40. 

” knew all of the story, _ knew most of It, and knew 

much of it. FitzGerald did not mention this aspect of the AWitotf.. 
operation when he first briefed us on It. When we vent back to 
him later with specific questions, he said he re me mbered something 
about Black Leaf 40, but nothing whatever about a device for 
administering it. said he had the impressioa that FitzGerald 
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him on the Pearson story. 

d. Pearson, Anderson, and Green spun (in Las Vegas) are 
newspapermen with a nevsvorthy story. Pearson has already 
published much of it. 

e. Maheu does have good reason for not wanting the story 
aired further. Unfavorable publicity might cause him to lose 
his lucrative client, Howard Hughes. There might be some value 
to be gained from endorsing his suggestion that he approach 

.. * and perhaps Roselli and urge discretion - 

What do other components of Government know about this operation? 

former Attorney General Robert Kennedy was hilly briefed by 
Houston and Edwards on 7 May 1962, A memorandum confirming the 
oral briefing was forwarded to Kennedy on lb May 1962 . The memorandum 
does not use the word "assassinate, " but there is little room for 
misinterpretation of what was meant. Presumably the original of that 
memorandum is still in the files of the Justice Department- It ‘should 
be noted that the briefing of Kennedy was restricted to Phase One 
of the operation, which had ended about a year earlier. Phase Two 
was already under way at the time of the briefing, but Kennedy was 
not told of it. 

As far as we know, the FBI has not been told the sensitive 
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operational details, but it would be naive to assume that they have 
not by now put two and two together and come out with the right 
answer. They know of CIA’s involvement with Rose 111 and Giancana 
as a result of the Las Vegas wiretapping incident. From the Chicago 
newspaper stories of August 1963 , and froa Giancana’s own statement, 
it appears that they know this related to Cuba. When Roselli’s 
story reached them (Roselli to to Pearson to Warren to Rowley 

to the FBI), all of the pieces should have fallen into place. They 
should by now have concluded that CIA plotted the assassination of 
Castro and used U.S. gangster elements in the operation. 

There is some support for this thesis in the conversation I had 
with Sam Bapich on 3 May 19^7 when I told him of the expected meeting 
between Roselli and Harvey. Sara commented that Roselli and Giancana" 
have CIA "over a barrel" because of "that operation." He said that 
he doubted that the FBI would be able to do anything about either 
Roselli or Giancana because of "their previous activities with your 
people . " 

Can we plausibly deny that we plotted with gangster elements to 
assassinate Castro? 

ho, we cannot. We are reasonably confident that there is nothing 
in writing outside of the Government that would confirm Pearson’s 
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story of the gambling syndicate operation., but there ere plenty of 
non-gangster witnesses who could lend confirmation. 

a. Maheu can confirm that Shef Eduards told Rose Hi 
that Edwards had told the Attorney General of Rose VI i *s 
activities on behalf of the Government. 

b. *-■ can confirm the pill and 

three-man team elements of the story. 

c. . can confirm the pill element of Phase One. 

d. If an independent investigation were to be ordered, 
the investigators could learn everything that ve have learned. 
Such an investigation probably would uncover details unknown to 
us, because it would have access to the non-CIA participants. ' 

Can CIA state or imply that it was merely an instrument of policy? 

Not in this case. While it is true that Foase Two was carried 
out in an atmosphere of intense Kennedy administration pressure to 
do something about Castro, such is not true of the earlier phase. 
Phase One was initiated in August i960 under the Eisenhower 
administration. Phase Two is associated in Harvey* c mind with the 
Executive Action Capability, which reportedly was developed in 
response to White House urgings. Again, Phase One had been started 
and abandoned months before the Executive Action Capability appeared 
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on the ccene . 

When Robert Kennedy vas briefed on Phase One in Kay 1952, he 
strongly admonished Houston and Ed\rardc to check with the Attorney 
General in advance of any future intended use of U.S. criminal 
elements. This was not done with respect to Phase Two, which was 
already veil under way at the time Kennedy vas briefed. The 
Pearson story, vhich is now causing us so much distress, includes 
one detail that is found only in Phase Two: the three -man team. 

What measures might be taken to lessen the damage t 


We see little to be gained from personal approaches now to 
Kahcu, , or Roselli. Kaheu has much to lose and might be able 

to prevail upon 'and Roselli not to spread the story further. 

It is questionable whether any such urging would be effective with 
Roselli, because Roselli stands only to gain from having the story 
of his CIA connection known and accepted- We cannot now suppress 
the story, because it is already out and may boil up afresh from -the 
Garrison case. If we were to approach any of the participants and 
urge discretion upon him, and if this became known, it would merely 
lend credence to a tale that now sounds somewhat improbable. 
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Mr. Dodd. Mr. Helms, did John McCone, former Director of 
Central Intelligence Agency and your immediate supervisor, know 
about — I gather you don’t care for the word assassination plots and 
I am trying to find some words you and I can agree on. Let’s call 
them efforts to get rid of Fidel Castro. Does that satisfy you? 

Mr. Helms. Fine. 

Mr. Dodd. Did John McCone know about the agency’s efforts to 
get rid of Fidel Castro? 

Mr. Helms. He certainly was on top of all the operations that we 
mounted against Cuba. He was in the vanguard of this. He attend- 
ed most of the committee meetings, he pushed certainly as hard as 
anyone in the administration to see if we couldn’t topple the Castro 
regime. I believe he has testified to the effect that he did not know 
of what he called specific efforts to kill Castro. I don’t know wheth- 
er he knew about it or not. I will accept his word. I have no reason 
to argue with him about it. There was a big flareup at the time of 
the Church committee hearings over whether I had told McCone 
about this or whether I had told Harvey not to say anything about 
it. I don’t have any clear recollection any more of the events 
surrounding that particular detail, so I cannot help you on it. I 
would be glad to if I could. 

Mr. Dodd. So you don’t know when he would have been in- 
formed, if he had been? 

Mr. Helms. Then I believe he had Mr. Elder, who was his execu- 
tive assistant his — 

Mr. Dodd. I am having a hard time hearing. 

Mr. Helms. I am sorry. During the Church committee hearings 
Mr. Elder, who had been his executive assistant, swore out an 
affidavit that he had been instructed by McCone to tell me that 
anything smacking of assassination was not permissible to Mr. 
McCone. Mr. Elder gave his testimony under oath. I never had any 
conversation with Mr. Elder like that, that I ever recall. As I have 
said on previous occasions and on the record, I have great regard 
for Mr. McCone. He was my boss. I would have no doubt whatso- 
ever, if he had expressed himself in this fashion through one of his 
subordinates to me, that I would have remembered it. I think I 
would have remembered it. So the issue is unresolved. 

Mr. Dodd. For the purposes of clarity can we talk about these 
efforts to get rid of Fidel Castro in terms of pre-Bay of Pigs and 
post-Bay of Pigs? I think for our purposes that might be of some 
help. 

Mr. Helms. Certainly. 

Mr. Dodd. Did I understand you to say that you are not sure he 
knew about either the pre-Bay of Pigs or the post-Bay of Pigs 
efforts or that he knew about the pre-Bay of Pigs and didn’t know 
about the post-Bay of Pigs or knew about both? 

Mr. Helms. I thought on one occasion I told him about the pre- 
Bay of Pigs episode because my recollection is that something 
appeared in a newspaper — I think in the Chicago Sun Times — 
about it, and I went and spoke to him about it and told him what 
was involved. 

As to the post-Bay of Pigs, I don’t know what he knew. You 
know, Mr. Dodd, I am not looking for refuge in these matters. I am 
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prepared to stand here and take my beating in any form that you 
gentlemen want to administer it. 

Mr. Dodd. We are not out to beat anyone. We are just trying to 
get at the facts. 

Mr. Helms. I am delighted to hear you say that. But let me just 
explain as Director of the agency Mr. McCone had every opportuni- 
ty to find out anything in the agency that he wanted to find out. 
He had an inspection staff, he had excecutive assistants, he had all 
kinds of people around him. So what he knew and what he didn’t 
know on a given date I can’t possibly attest to, but I do want to 
make the point that nobody was stopping him from finding out 
anything he wanted to find out. 

Mr. Dodd. In the Church committee report which I have marked 
here as JFK exhibit F-539, reading at the bottom: 

Mr. McCone testified that he was not aware of the plots to assassinate Castro 
which took place during the years in which he was DCI, Director of Central 
Intelligence, and that he did not authorize those plots. He testified that he was not 
briefed about the assassination plots by Dulles, Bissel, Helms, or anyone else when 
he succeeded Dulles as Director in November 1961. 

Do you take issue with that? 

Mr. Helms. No, I am not going to take issue with it. I would 
simply end up in a lengthy hassle between me and Mr. McCone. I 
have better ways to spend my time. 

Mr. Dodd. So you would agree with Mr. McCone’s testimony that 
he was not briefed? 

Mr. Helms. I have no basis for agreeing or disagreeing, Mr. 
Dodd. 

Mr. Dodd. Can you think of any reason why you might not have 
briefed him? 

Mr. Helms. When he came aboard as Director I was not the 
Deputy Director of Plans. It was Mr. Bissell who was the Deputy 
Director of Plans, and Allen Dulles was the Director. Dulles left, 
McCone took his place, and Bissell continued on as Deputy Director 
of Plans for a time. 

Mr. Dodd. When you became Deputy Director of Planning in 
1962, can you think of any reason why you would not have told Mr. 
McCone? 

Mr. Helms. The episode, the pre-Bay of Pigs episode, I did talk to 
him about one day, I know. 

Mr. Dodd. So you did inform him of the pre-Bay of Pigs effort? 

Mr. Helms. Yes. That was not when he came in 1961; it was 
after that, so I guess if you parse the statement, the statement is 
accurate. 

Mr. Dodd. Mr. Chairman, I would ask that JFK exhibit F-539 be 
entered into the record at this time. 

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, JFK exhibit F-539 is entered in 
the record at this point. 

Whereupon, JFK exhibit F-539 was received in evidence.] 

The information follows:] 
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Edw&rti&pia ^ .. . 

minutes of a meeting o 

Grou^onT^yember 3, I960, reflectthe following remarks 

Finally, Mr."[Orlngston] Merchant (Under Secretary of State for Political 
Affairs] asked whether any real planning had been done for taking direct positive 
action against Fidel, Raul and Che Guevara. He said that without these three 
the Cuban Government would be leaderless and probably brainless. He conceded 
that it would be necessary to act against all three simultaneously. GeneraVCabeW 

polnted«>atsthfflt»ction^or.thia kinesis mK»rtai^Pn^tyand;M^ly^dftngerou» • 

In ronceptloaTand^execa tioaj'. becaaee theTins trnraent»" mustsbe^Ca bansJ»Hex fel$$ 
that, partienlarlyt because' of-th^necesalty?oftsimultaneou»actlon^ ifcwotikl ha ye$ 
to be conclnd«d^at>Brr^Merchant'a:saggesd6i£^beyond L ooncapftblUtiesii.(Sp©- . 
clal Group Minutes, U/3/60) 

Exactly what the term, “direct positiye action” meant to the speaker 
or those listening is uncertain. Merchant was ill and unable to testify; 
others present at the meeting could not recall what the words meant 
at the time they .were uttered, although some have testified that they 
could refer to assassination. 1 ** • s • . v ^ • 

Bissell was also asked about the minutes of the November 3 meet- - 
ing, After reading the reference to “direct positive action,” Bissell 
said, “I find it difficult to understand ” (Bissell, 7/17/75, p. 18) Her r 
then was asked, ' ~ ' 7 ' ~ 

Q. Do you, in light of the November 3 mlnntea remain Ann that Cabell waa 
knowledgeable (of the aaaaasination plots) ? 

A. It cants some doubt on that In my mind. - 1 

Wien asked if it cast “some significant doubt in light of (Cabell’s) 
character,” Bissell answered, “Yes.” (Bissell, 7/17/75, pp. 22-23) •_ 

(c) Did John McCone Know of or Authorise Assassination Plots 
Dxtring His Tenure as DCIt • 

The CIA considered several assassination plots against Castro dur-^% 


In early 1963 the 
< 'istro with an ean 


seashell and contamini 


of assassinating 
diving suit AM/ 


1*ASI[ was offered a poison pen device in November 1963, and caches 
°f were delivered to Cuba for his use in the following years. - 
(i ) M* cC one's testimony. — McCone testified r tha£h^ v^m'ot aware^^ „ 




*V 1 •}? pp. 33, 14-45)* H* testified- that: h^asrnotbriefedJabotrtri^e 
assassination plots~bYIhdles; )Bissell r HelmsVor anyone^else-.whenrhsy 
* rrt ^ r mled Dufies jurPi^for^Noygm 6/75, pp. 


* B _,V |l ‘* r*«d • * * direct, podtlfe tctloa * • • as meaning killing (Fidel Castro. 
«na Che Guevara) T 

«, ; It that way. yea. (Lansdal* 7/8/73, p. 105) 

_ s.f-w ,w T 011 * 11 7°« **ree that the words ‘direct positive action' appear to qoeetloa 
? re * b ** n *ny planolng in connection with assassinating (the Castroa and 

f * h,nk . the P hra *« ’positive action’ could Include assassinations, bat • • • I'm not 
’ « "V Merchant’s mind.” (Gray. 7/9/75, p. 9.) 

• ns,* ;r kl r **tlfl#d that be flrat learned of the Roaaelil operation In August 1963, long 
‘ h * d b ^ n terminated. See discussion infra, pp. 107-108. 
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6-7, 17) , and that if he had ever been asked about the plots, he would ^ 
have disapproved- McCone testified : ; 

’■*? I had no knowledge o f an y authorised plan or planning that might lead to a - v: 
request for authorization. Of course, during those days It wan almost common 
for one person or another to say, “we ought to dispose of Castro" * • * [b]nt at 
no time did anyone come to me, or come to other authorities to my knowledge, 
with a pl*T> for the actual undertaking of an assassination. (McCone, 6/6/75, 
P-3). >**;:.♦ y~y . - ...j- z* ^ 

McCone 'also testified : ‘J ' ; ^ 7 ’ v ,';. >g r^s^rii 

Senator** Hart of Colorado: Did you, ever discuss the subject of assassination* 
with your predecessor, Mr^ Dullest ■ •*-' 

McCone: No, I did not. 1 - *- ■ istis&fti: - 


Emfipi _ _ 

November 1961 until February 1962. Heims assumed the duties of 
DDP from Bissell and served throughout the balance of McCone’s 
terms as Director. -•*- :: ^ ? - ' . r y /\ L ;" 

Bissell testified about McCone’s knowledge as follows : - J ' " 5 

Q. Tour testimony is that you never discussed assassinations with Mr. 
McCone? ' _ ' . \ .-7' % \% 

A. That Is correct. ' A * v . 

k. Q r • • * [D]Id you tell McCone anything about that conversation with Mr; 
Harvey in which you at least told him to tak* over the relationship with the 
criminal syndicate? 

A. 1 don’t remember so doing. (Bissell, 6/11/75, p. 19) - • I ju* .. 

TT^lmg f^i fioA that be Hid not recall ever ha ving diseased the 
a ssassination plpfo wi th McCone w^ iie the plo t3_were cootumijlg.* 
When asked whether McCone was aware of the assassination plots 
against Castro, Helms testified : .■ S 

• No, it Isn't my impression that I told him, at least I don’t have any impression, 
unf ort unat ely * * *. Mr. McCone is an honorable man. He has done his own 
testifying, and alLI can say is that I do not know specifically whether he was 
aware or not. (Helms < V13/T5, pp. 90, 101-102) 

« Helms further testified: 

4 Senator Moitdalb. 1 believe Mr. McCone testified that he never heard of any 
of these attempts when he was Director. Would you have any reason to disagree 
with his testimony? 

Hwihl air, I have always liked McCone and I don't want to get into an alterca- 
tion with him. He had access to Harvey and everybody else Just the way I had 
and he had regular access to the Attorney General. 


, V .-***. : a -U'- 
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Senator Motmaix. If you. were a member of this Committee wouldn't you as- 
sume that Mr. McCone was unaware of the assassination attempts while they 
were underway? ^4 

Helms. I don't know how to answer that, Senator Mondale. He was involved 
In up to his scuppers Just the way everybody else was that was In It, and I 
Just don't know. L have no reason to impugn his Integrity. On the other haw£ 


- McCone’s Bxocutlvo Assistant. testified that Dalles save McCone from 

to twelve Informal briefings between September and November 1001. He nloo wdd that 
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Dohce and McCone trsvelfed together on a briefing trip to Europe to enable McCone to 
get “np to speed.** on CIA actlvides. (Elder, 8/13/T3, p. 13) _ rjf 

a testified that he first informed McCone about the plot using underworld flgurec 

In August 1963. See discussion sspro at p. 107. 

• . ... 'A 
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Mr. Dodd. If I told you August 3 or August 1963 is when Mr. 
McCone believes that he was informed by you of the pre-Bay of 
Pigs efforts, would you argue with that date? 

Mr. Helms. Is that when that story came out in the Sun Times? 
Because that is the only thing I can key it to. 

Mr. Dodd. That is what he states, and I just wondered if you 
would argue with that. 

Mr. Helms. No, certainly not. 

Mr. Dodd. Mr. Chairman, I will ask that JFK F-538 be entered 
in the record at this time as well. 

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, JFK exhibit F-538 is admitted 
into evidence at this point. 

[Whereupon, JFK exhibit No. F-538 was received in evidence.] 
[The information follows:] 
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n^althougEB IsselL’ an^Ed.§ 


^waxds insist aiiin^mu^ha.ve ^eiunderstood.' Certain 
other evidence before the Committee suggests tEarDulles and Cabell 
did know about the assassination plots; other evidence suggests that 
'Itwy did not. (See subsection (b)_ below.) _ 

v ' (ii) _ McCone ^KCone no t^ kno w about or" 

o al m o^Z R iacal Lanf] -TTo-r-vaTr- a 11 . fi erl that theVL-3 


|&d, however, that he did not tell McCone"of tHe^a^a^ination efforts 
^either when McCone assumed the position of DCI in November 1961 
-?or at any time thereafter until A:ugj^l963 x when.Helms ^ve^ McCone-* 


^assassinatioi 


iicS^lcCone 4 concluded_that .the operation 7 
^prior^to->the<Bay . oF^Pigs hadr involved^” 
Lor (jenerai ? s Keport “States that Harvey re- 1 

1 nrUnn fka nwnooirwitmn * 


‘ ’ recollection. Oh^ot^erVoccasions.'whenit would hayetbeen approp riate 
<^do"soy Hel^^^d T j5a ir^5i^ did' notltell McGoneYaboutT assa^ihation* 

\ TT.ilmo 3 iV 1 t-cu^q 1 1 nnv q ffroompnt nr»t fn hri P f 


J^assasMat^Ci^rb^ (These matters, as well as the various reasons 
put for warcf by* Hiiryey and Helms for not briefing McCone, are set 
forth in Section (c) below.) \ 

( 5 ) Did Allen DvHes Know of or Authorize the Initial Plots Against * 

...... -r-.vr r Castro?- 

i - .. Both Allen Dulles and General Cabell are deceased. The Commit- 
tee’s investigation of this question relied on the available documents 
• and the testimony of those who served under Dulles and Cabell who- 
are still living.* j 


(i) Dulles’ Approval of J^Q7Ki7ig- r 8^Dece77ibeT j 1 959^ uerri oran^ 
~ \dutn v — On- December 11, 1959, J. C. King, head of CIA’s Western 1 
Hemisphere Division, wrote a memorandum to Dulles observing that* 
: a “far left” dictatorship now existed in Cuba which, “if” permitted* 
-to stand, will encourage similar actions against TJ.S. holdings in other: 
Latin American countries. - : 3| 

One of King’s four “Recommended Actions” was : *13 

- Thorough consideration be given to the elimination of Fidel Castro. None 
of those close. of Fidel, such as his brother Raul or his companion Che Guevara? 
have the same mesmeric appeal to the masses. Many Informed people believe 
that the disappearance of Fidel would greatly accelerate the fall of the present 
Government. 

A handwritten note indicates that Dulles, with Bissell’s concur? 
rence, approved the recommendations. 3 l| 

iThls evidence relate# to the aborted Incident In July I960 and what the Inspect® 
General’s Report referred to as the Initial phase of the assassination effort Involving th 
underworld. With- -respects to* the “schemes’’ prior tothat operation, the L G. RePSg 
.concluded itr could “find no- evidence that any of the schemes- were approved at anyrlo* 
ler than, division, if that” (L G. Report, p. 10) ^ „ JJ 

The Inspector General queetlooed neither DuUes noc Cabell In preparing hi# ReP« 
la 1967, although both were then alive. _ ^ ^ , ^7 

r' > The Committee received this document on November 15, 1975, after printing of_t#j 
Report had begun. A# a consequence, there was no opportunity to question either 6JS 
or Bissell concerning the meaning of “elimination", what consideration was In fact gi« 
to Castro’s “elimination’', and whether any planning resulting from this document ul ri- 
led to the actual plots. la this regard It should be noted that Bissell had a “dim recoil# 
tlon” of a conversation prior to early antumn or late- summer I960 with Sing (theantw 
of tha- above* memorandum) concerning a “capability to eliminate Castro lx.sachr oc® 
should bO'dedded»upqn”:r (Bissell, 6/9/75; pi 19) See pr74. 


JFK Exhibit F-538 
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Mr. Dodd. Mr. McCone testified he did not know about author- 
ized plots. Helms, Bissell, and Harvey all testified that they did not 
know whether McCone knew of the assassination plots. Each said, 
however, he did not tell McCone of the assassination efforts either 
when McCone assumed the position of DCI in December 1961 or at 
any time thereafter until August 1963. So that would have been 
the first time Mr. McCone was aware of any of these efforts? 

Mr. Helms. I think that is plausible. I can accept that. 

Mr. Dodd. These would have been the efforts that were pre-Bay 
of Pigs? 

Mr. Helms. That is my recollection of that particular episode, 
yes. 

Mr. Dodd. Did you ever talk with the Warren Commission or 
anyone on the Warren Commission staff about these efforts to get 
rid of Castro? 

Mr. Helms. No, sir. I might point out in fairness to all concerned 
that that was not my function in those days. If anybody was going 
to be briefing the Warren Commission about ongoing operations of 
any kind in the CIA, it would have been the Director or with the 
Director’s authority. 

Mr. Dodd. In other words, you talked about these plots to no one 
who had any connection whatsoever with the Warren Commission? 

Mr. Helms. Not that I know of; no. 

Mr. Dodd. I would like to, if I could, refer to page 17 — I hope we 
have the same copies — of the now declassified August 9 executive 
session testimony that you gave before this committee. 

Mr. Helms. Yes, I have page 17. 

Mr. Dodd. You can read along with me. Mr. Helms is responding 
to a question by Mr. Goldsmith. 

Mr. Helms. Excuse me, did you say you wanted me to read it? 

Mr. Dodd. No. I will read it and you may read along with me. 

On the bottom of page 16: 

Mr. Goldsmith. Did the agency’s investigation reflect any working hypotheses? 
By that, did the agency give any particular emphasis to the particular areas, 
geographic areas? 

Mr. Helms. I think that the entire U.S. Government, not only the CIA, was very 
concerned as to whether there would be evidence of some foreign conspiracy to 
assassinate President Kennedy. They were concerned whether the Soviets were 
involved in this. They were concerned whether the Cubans were involved in this. 
They were concerned that somebody may have been involved in it. 

Then dropping to the next paragraph, second sentence: 

There is hardly any question there was more discussed during those days as to 
who was behind Lee Harvey Oswald, if indeed he was the man who was responsible, 
what had affected his life, why had he done the things he had done, and so forth. 

Then dropping down to the last paragraph here on this page 
beginning with the sentence: 

I think if the Chair would indulge me a minute, I would like to make a comment 
about the various investigations into the assassination of President Kennedy based 
on the long years I have spent in the intelligence business, and that is, until the day 
that the KGB in Moscow or the Cuban intelligence in Havana is prepared to turn 
over their files to the United States as to what their relationships to these various 
people were, it is going to be extraordinarily difficult to tidy up this case, finally 
and conclusively. 

It seems to me that the question of possible Cuban complicity 
was, according to your testimony, on the minds of a lot of people. 


41-373 O - 79 - II 
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This was not something that came up later, but right at the very 
time. Isn’t that correct? In fact, this morning you said in response 
to a question from Chairman Stokes that you certainly were aware 
that the alleged assassin Lee Harvey Oswald had sought a visa at 
the Cuban Embassy in Mexico. Is that correct? 

Mr. Helms. Yes. 

Mr. Dodd. And you were aware that the alleged assassin Lee 
Harvey Oswald had lived for more than 2 years in the Soviet 
Union; is that correct? 

Mr. Helms. Right. 

Mr. Dodd. And you were aware that Lee Harvey Oswald had 
passed out Fair Play for Cuba materials in New Orleans; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Helms. I believe it is. 

Mr. Dodd. In light of all of that knowledge, in light of the 
obvious interest and emphasis that the entire U.S. Government 
had on the possible activities of the Cuban Government, and in 
light of the fact that you knew that Lee Harvey Oswald had 
engaged in these activities, why didn’t you tell the Warren Com- 
mission about the efforts to get rid of Fidel Castro or to overthrow 
the Cuban Government? 

Mr. Helms. Mr. Dodd, you are singling me out as to why I didn’t 
march up and tell the Warren Commission when these operations 
against Cuba were known to the Attorney General of the United 
States, the Secetary of Defense, the Secretary of State, the Assist- 
ant to the President for National Security Affairs, the President of 
the United States himself although he at that point was dead. All 
kinds of people knew about these operations high up in the Govern- 
ment. Why am I singled out as the fellow who should have gone up 
and identified a Government operation to get rid of Castro? It was 
a Government wide operation, supported by the Defense Depart- 
ment, supported by the National Security Council, supported by 
almost everybody in a high position in the Government. 

Mr. Dodd. According to your earlier testimony, you have made 
note of the fact and I think the record indicates that the Attorney 
General had asked that they be stopped. I presume he was told 
that they would be. So far as he was concerned, they had ended. 

Mr. Helms. What about some connection with the Mafia? But 
the efforts to unseat Castro under Operation Mongoose had gone 
on full blast under the Attorney General’s direction and we had 
the Cuban missile crisis in October of 1962. If the Cuban missile 
crisis with the connivance of Fidel Castro and the Soviet leaders 
had been a success, those missiles would have been introduced to 
Cuba and the United States would have been hostage to those 
missiles of the Soviets. It would have been the coup of the century. 

In December of 1962 the brigade comes back to the United States 
having been bought off with drug supplies by the Attorney Gen- 
eral, et cetera. President Kennedy went to the Orange Bowl in 
Miami and greeted them in December 1962 and assured them, and 
this may not be an exact quote, as follows: “I will return this 
banner to this brigade in a free Havana.” 

Those operations went on nonstop during 1963. If that doesn’t 
indicate there was bad blood between President Kennedy and Fidel 
Castro, I don’t know what does. 
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Mr. Dodd. But my point is this, according to your testimony, Mr. 
McCone was not aware of the post-Bay of Pigs efforts and attempts. 
Robert Kennedy, the then Attorney General, asked that all activi- 
ties such as that be stopped. Mr. McCone is not aware. I can't ask 
you why others who had knowledge of this, did not communicate it 
to the Warren Commission. 

But as I read your executive committee testimony, you felt you 
had, not the link with the Warren Commission but had a very 
active role in communicating with the Warren Commission. That 
doesn't help me in trying to understand why you would not have 
made that information available and known to the Warren Com- 
mission. 

Mr. Helms. Well, I am sorry, I didn’t. 

Mr. Dodd. In retrospect, do you think it was relevant? 

Mr. Helms. In retrospect, Mr. Dodd, I would have done a lot of 
things very differently. I would like to point out something since 
we are so deeply into this. When one government is trying to upset 
another government and the operation is successful, people get 
killed. I don't know whether they are assassinated or whether they 
are killed in a coup. We had one recently in Afghanistan. The head 
of the Afghanistan Government was killed. Was he assassinated or 
killed in a coup? I don't know. 

These semantics are all great. I want to say there is not a chief 
of state or chief of government in the world today who is not aware 
of the fact that his life is in jeopardy. He takes every possible 
protection to guard himself. The relevance of one plot or another 
plot and its effect on the course of events I would have a very hard 
time assessing and I think you would, too. 

Suppose I had gone down and told them and said, yes, you know 
we tried to do this. How would it have altered the outcome of the 
Warren Commission proceeding? 

Mr. Dodd. Wasn’t that really for the Warren Commission to 
determine? 

Mr. Helms. I think that is absolutely correct, but they did not 
have that chance apparently. 

Mr. Dodd. That is right. 

Mr. Helms. I don’t want to take the sole blame for the fact that 
they didn’t have that chance. 

Mr. Dodd. I am not asking you to. 

Mr. Helms. Well, the implication of the hearing is to that effect. 

Mr. Dodd. You have to take these things in the entire context. 
This is not the only hearing we are having. Prior to the issuance of 
the Warren Commission’s report, did the Agency at any time have 
any documents or other information which might have indicated 
that Mr. Castro may have known about some of these efforts to get 
rid of him? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know that. I have heard these allegations 
flying around. I don’t know whether they are accurate or not. I 
have heard allegations of newspaper stories that Mr. Castro knew 
or didn’t know. Eminent Senators of the United States have taxed 
me with the fact they knew that Castro knew Mr. Cubela was a 
double agent. Mr. Cubela gets up in Havana not long ago and says 
Mr. Castro did not know he was a double agent; and Mr. Castro 
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testified to this committee that he didn't know he had any connec- 
tions with the CIA. 

Who is right in all of this? 

Mr. Dodd. That is what we are trying to find out. 

Mr. Helms. Well, I can't contribute anything. 

Mr. Dodd. Was there any effort to investigate whether or not 
Castro or the Cuban Government was aware of these efforts? 

Mr. Helms. Well, I think that we used what few resources we 
had in Cuba. But after all, you must remember that the whole 
object of this exercise at the time was to get intelligence on Cuba of 
any kind and it was turning out to be extraordinarily difficult and 
the U.S. Government made a major effort to get intelligence on 
Cuba during this period of months. 

Mr. Dodd. I am not in any way trying to be harassing, Mr. 
Helms, when I ask these questions. But you stated earlier that 
there were other people that were aware of these efforts to get rid 
of Castro and that they might have had a responsibility as well to 
communicate that to the Warren Commission. 

Mr. Helms. Well, they might have communicated to the Warren 
Commission the operations that were being run against Cuba 
which were certainly advertised to the Cubans because people 
began getting arrested. I mean, task forces would land. The people 
would be arrested. I have no doubt they were interrogated. There- 
fore, Castro knew these efforts were being made against him. 

Now, if you want to single out the assassination plot involving 
the Mafia as one thing and you want to circumscribe it and sepa- 
rate it from all these other things, exactly who knew about it and 
who might have told the Warren Commission, I am not dead cer- 
tain. 

Mr. Dodd. I want to try to determine, if I could, whether or not 
it was a conscious decision on your part not to inform the Warren 
Commission or was it just something that you didn't think should 
be done at the time? 

Mr. Helms. It never occurred to me. We never talked to anybody 
outside the Agency about covert operations of any kind — that per- 
haps was a mistake — except to the Senate and House committees 
to whom we reported. 

Mr. Dodd. But as I understand your statement, you believe today 
that that was a mistake? 

Mr. Helms. I think it was a mistake, no doubt about it. I think 
we should have shoved the whole thing over. I would have backed 
up a truck and taken all the documents down and put them on the 
Warren Commission's desk. 

Mr. Dodd. I notice in your executive testimony and earlier today 
in previous testimony it was your position that the Agency gave 
the Warren Commission information only in response to the Com- 
mission's requests. 

Mr. Helms. Basically that was the case. I imagine that if any- 
thing came into the Agency which seemed to be of fundamental 
interest to them, we would have volunteered it, but basically we 
felt our role was to respond to Warren Commission requests and 
not to try and get out in front of them or to try and second-guess 
them or anything else. I mean the Commission. 
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Mr. Dodd. But fundamentally it was on a request basis. You 
were not necessarily volunteering information? 

Mr. Helms. That is right. 

Mr. Dodd. I would like to refer you to JFK exhibit F-520. I 
would ask the clerk to give Mr. Helms a copy of that exhibit, so 
that he has it in front of him. 

[The information follows:] 
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JFK Exhibit F-520 

II May 176^ 

— JF\S E*m&rr F - 52CH 


MEMORANDUM FOR: ^Deputy Director for Plans 

SUBJECT: 4 Information o n 

. • . Lee Harvey OSYVAJJD 


This memorandum is for inf ormation and for action* 
The proposed lines of action are indicated in paragraph. 4* 

2*j the Cub an Intelligence Service defector, 

has produced information. of interest to the President's - 
Commission on the Assassination of President Kennedy* J •/ 

S taff learned off on 30 April* A questionnaire v/as 

submitted by the Staff on 1 ’May .{Attachment A)*- Mr*| ^ 

.who is handling the| debriefing, provided a reply oV 

5 May (Attachment B)* It was clea^r from Mr* J / * • ' 

summary that[ had information bearing on the 

OSV/ALD relationship with the Cuban Embassy and Cuban 
intelligence personnel in Mexico City, alb let his knowledge 
v/as not that of a direct participant in matters affecting 
OSWA LD * A follow-up questionnaire was submitted to . 

!. . otx 6 May (Attachment C). Mr.\ xeply 

was dated 8 May (Attachment D). Attention. is directed 
particularly to the content o £ paragraph two of Attachment D. 

3. We have the problem of reconciling the operational 
exnloitation* of\ and satisfying the responsibilities , . 

we have undertaken with Mr , Rankin. J is such an 

operational gold mine that Mr „ j wauus ; at a m exunum, 

two months to work fully. It is palpable, however, that v/e 
must furnish to the Commission the substance of; . - ' - . , 


frlttSJ 


Document Number 


^ » /\J 


for FQSA Review ^ '^1375 
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information on OSWALD before that. On the previous record of 
our association with the Commission, particularly v/lth Mr. Rankin, 
it seems possible for the Agency to work out an arrangement with 
Mr. Rankin personally that would take care of their needs and ours 
after a frank discussion of the equities. 

4. It is recommended that the DDP in person or via a 
desigaee, preferably the former, discuss the/ 
situation on a very restricted basis with Mr. Rankin at his 
earliest convenience either at the Agency or at the Commission 
headquarters. Until thi s takes place, it is not desirable to put 
anything in writing. 



Attachments 



- 2 - 
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07 May 1364 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 


SUBJECT General : Debriefing of] ^ : 

Specific : The Oswald Casa 

j * 

, REFERENCE : Blind Memorandum doted 05 May 1964 


L 'Reference is made to a tela phone conversation yesterday 
■with Chief, | Staff concerning this matter, 

2. Because I am net aware of the information already •' 

available to the’ Commission Investigating the Oswald Casa or ' . 

furnished by the Agency, my debriefing of the Source has been 
based on the questions prepared by the] Staff an d on what the 
Source answers have suggested. I shall be glad to pursue any 

• other topics suggested by | Staff. 

3. The Following information in addition to that in the . 
reference might be of interest: 

a. Luisa CALDERON, since she returned to Cuba, ' 
has been paid a regular salary by the DGI even though she has 
not performed any services. Her home is in the Ye dado section * 
where the rents are high. 

b. Source has known CALDERON for several years. 

Before going to Mexico, she worked in the Ministry oi -Exterior 
Commerce in the department which was known as the UEmpresa 
Transimport’V Her title v/as Secretary General of the Communist . 
Youth in the department named in the previous sentence. 

c. Luisa CALDERON was transferred directly from her " 
position in the Ministry of Exterior Commerce to a post in Mexico, 
a matter of surprise to the Source. 

d. Rogelio RODRIGUEZ Lopez (DGI pseudo MORCOS), 

shortly before he left Cuba for Mexico on or about 13 April 1964, 
saw CALDERON. . 
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6 May 1 $ 64 - 


PraioMi. CuaslLaaa ca Oswald C 

BEFS 22 NC 2 : DefesUfisg oJ daisd 5 May I9S4 

1 * 'The acsurc* saya that prior to Detainer 19 o 3 , Oswald vi 3 ltsm tbst 
C ab ac a Zrdbaiaay la aj^rriso City 021 two or thraa occanlana-. It 
is public knowladga ktt 'svao ia hlsodao daring rha period <?— 2 d -43 
to 10-3-63. 

A) lYiiaa did source learn cl thas* vlalta — b^fcro cc? altar* .-.' 
tho aaaaaaksalLc=a? Plsaa* doscriba la cLffja-U tha g 1 v - —_ - / 
vrrdaT -?rh*xh' floors learned ibis iniorrnaticr. and liaatllliaa oi *. * 
tba parsecs lavclred. - ; - *. - ’ . 

B} Did. &a»» rriaUa taka plan* daring the aaor^rnsatlosud * 
period or is tb* s o urce • referring to prerictta ylaUa* 1 £ tha 
latter, try to 3 at more specific dc fails regarding these trip* 
end fch» origin c£ fira sourest iaforaatloa, 

2. T2» saar:# states ihaibefors, daring, and agar those vbiii * 

Oinwtld -5?a.3 in contact ^rUh £b* DGI, specifically Ir&sa* ‘ 
CAJLDZHO^ hf a nne i T oGA Pere* and Bcgalio ItOSHtGUZZ Juop^l 
Tlua *troaId appear to naan that 00 a or sacra contacts vnsTts 
cri£o after Osnaald rsfcmi^d to th* United States betweea 

10-3-43 n=d 11-22*43, 

A) What doe 5 source mean by contact? 

3} Can ha break d=T?rs thsas contacts by the op^cuur In- 
dividual r . nrr* d, pines and typ^s of contact, and date- of 
cccurrrro? 

C) Did Oo'rold know or bar- reason to suspect £h=s Intelli- 
gence caansctinasi oi the 3^ persona? 

D) What waa the purpaja cf these contacts? 
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E) If Osswald did not know IntsUIgaaxra affiliations of* 
those Individuals, v/ha.1 proitots, if any, v/ere employed la 
canceling him? 

E) Bid source eyar sco toy documentary material an toy 
or thesa caniitb, or any corr^spoadtoca initiated by or* 
address ad to Oswald? 

G) Did the PCI aver employ physical surveillances, . 
technical devices or camara equipment to coyer* these contacts* 

H) The source say a ha does not know *wheth»r the Caban. : 
services used Oswald In any agent capacity or otherwise. • 

This obviously makes U mors important to ch ock cd what the .* 
source meant In uuasUoa. 

3, Did the ECU ever Initiate an Investigation of Oswadd?_ ; 

4* What, was the reason for packaging flics at DG1 h ** d qu artern 
and f laid offices after asva ox £hs assassination *m received? 

5* Source was asked whether any provocative material was 

deliberately fabricated by the Cu b a n s {Question 9} to confuse 
the Investigation cf Oswald* The reply attributed to him was, 
*'the only fabrication known la tba special matter by E*J4el . 
CASTRO previously mentioned* M Plaasa clarify- 
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03 May 1064 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 


SUBJECT General : Debriefing of/ 

Specific : The Oswald Case 

RSF2RBNCS : A. Blind Memorandum elated 05 May 1964 

B. Blind Memorandum dated C7 May 1954 

C. Conversations between/ S tail and 

JL Whan the Oswald Casa first was discussed with the Source the 
specific questions prepared by[ Staff were pcsacL Tbs answers 
given by the Source were reported in Reference A. That memorandum - 
which I dictate'! to a| Staff stenographer appears accurate except for 
sentence #9 which should have said that the only possible '’fabrication" 
known by Source was the specific denial by Fidel CASTRO, on a 
television program, of any Cuban knowledge a? Oswald- 

2. On 07 and 08 May 1954 I further discussed the Oswald Casa * 
with the Scares in order to clarity exactly what he knew and what 
he had beard. In the light of the explanation given by him, I believe 
thnt a clearer understanding of wfcat be knows cm be reached if I 
record his knowledge without using the question and answer format. 
Accordingly, in the following paragraphs I shall report all the 
information givenby the Source paraphrasing his explanations and 
comments. \ 

\- 

" I have no personal knowledge of Lee Harvey OSWALD or his 
activities and I do not know that OSWALD was an agent of the 
Direccion General de Icteligencia (DGI) or any other directorate 
or department of the Cuban Government. 



I first heard of OSWALD after the assassination of President 
Kennedy when news media carried the name of OSWALD. 
Personnel in the DGI first commented about the case, so far as 
I can recalL one day after lunch when a group of officers, of 
whom I was one, were chatting. The officers present were about 
ten Including Roberto SANTE3TEBAN, Norberto KERNANDE'3 
de Curbelo, Andres ARMCNA, Pedro TAP! NAS Diaz and 

cs.cim- . 
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Manuel VEGA Peres. Manuel VEGA Perez previously had 
been assigned to Mexico in the Cuban Consulate where ha 
was the principal intelligence officer cf the DGL VEGA 
mentioned that OSWALD had gone to the Cuban Consulate 
two or three times in connection with a visa application 
during tha time that VEGA w as in Mexico. I gathered, 
although I do not know that VEGA made any specific 
statement to this effect, that VEGA personally had seen 
OSWALD. I well cculd bava reached this conclusion 
because normally VEGA and his assistant in Mexico for 
the DGI, Rogelio RODRIGUEZ Lopez, would see persons 
applying for a visa to go to Cuba. This 13 because DCS 
officers are charged with expediting the granting of visas, 
of agents of the DGI. Such agents on appearing at tbs 'V 
Consulate use a special phrase to indicate their relationship" * 
with the DGI. (I do not know the particular phrase used 
in every case. I do know that agents from El Salvador in 
requesting visas always made mention of the name r Msuxicio” ) 
The DGI officers at a Consulate interview vi3a applicants to 
find out if they are agents. If the visa applicant does not use 
one of the indicated phrase3, the DG officer^ instead cf 
granting the visa immediately, tell tbs applicant to return in 
a few days. The officer then notifies Knbana and requests . - . • 
authority for the visa. I cannot recall if VEGA even made the 
statement that he had requested permission to issue a vi3a to 
OSWALD, but I feel sure that he weald have dene so because 
VEGA had said that OSWALD had returned several times and 
this would be the usual procedure. 

I believe that Rcgalio RODRIGUEZ Lopez also would have 
seen OSWALD because he worked with VEGA and also would 
have screened visa applicants. 

I thought that Lui3a CALDERON might have had contact with 
OSWALD because I learned about 17 March 1954, shortly before 
I made a trip to Mexico, that she had been involved with an 
American in Mexico. The information to which I refer was told 
by a DGI case officer named Norberto HERNANDEZ de 
Curbelo. / * 
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HSKNAjSDSZ had laves ugated 
Luisa CALDKRQN. This was because, during the tizra 
she was in Manco, the Qd had intercepted a Letter to 
her by an American who signed his earns as G7/ER (phonetic) 
or so ms thing similar. As you know, the pronunciation 
o i Anglo-Saxon names is difficult in Spanish so I am net • 
sure of how tbs name mentioned by H5RNANDSZ should be 
spelled. It ccold have been ^Howard" or some thing different. 
As I understood the matter, the latter from the American 
was a love letter but indicated that there was a clandeatire- 
prclasaional relationship between the writer and Luisa 
CALDERON. \ * . HERNANDEZ^Sat " 

after tha interception cf the letter she h^d been followed . . 


and seen in the company of an American* I do not know if 


this could have been OSWALD./ 

f • 




The only other person about whom you asked me in connection 
with this, whom I recall, is Sylvia DURAN and I know very 
little about her.. / . '* 


V/e saw a pretty girl standing at the end ol ' 
ihe-receptiGn room, and someone asked who she vtus, and one 
6; the group said it was Sylvia DURAN 
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I recall that, after the news cl the ^^aasination cl 
President Kennedy reached the DGI, orders were issued 
for all ofiiq^ of the DGI, at Headquarters and in the field, 
to sort and package ail documents according to whether 
they were ,r muy secreco 1 ' (very secret), "secreco” (secret), 
or 'dmportanta” (important). The material, once packaged, 
was to be held pending further instructions. All travel by 
DGI officers and all DGJ pouches were suspended temporarily*. 
In addition, I recall that DGI Headquarters personnel wars - . 
instructed either to remain in the DGI Headquarters offices 
or to keep the DGI aware of their whereabouts so that they *" 
could be reached immediately. I do not know the reason for . 
these measures but I believe it logical that they were issued 
because of the possibility that the United State might taka 
soma type of action against Cuba and the DGI offices. As ’ 
nearly as I can recall, we were able to unpackage DGI Dies 
and use them normally abodthe 3rd of December 1983. ,f> 


3. In brief, the Source does not claim to have any significant 
information concerning the assassination of President Kennedy or *’ 
about the activities of OSWALD. If the paraphrased comments of 
the Source are considered to ne^ further clarification, I suggest that 
Mr. | who i3 most familiar with the details oi the OSWALD _* 

Case, talk to the Source. This can be arranged at any time./’. 
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Mr. Dodd. This exhibit, Mr. Helms, is dated May 11, 1964. It is a 
memorandum that was prepared for your review. The subject of 
the memorandum is information regarding Lee Harvey Oswald 
provided to the CIA by a Cuban defector. 

Mr. Helms. Which part of it, Mr. Dodd, would you like me to 
look at? 

Mr. Dodd. Do you recall the document? Just looking at it, does it 
refresh your memory? 

Mr. Helms. I had better look at it a little more carefully. I have 
no doubt it is in my packet of papers. Yes, sir, I have been through 
it now. 

Mr. Dodd. And you recognize this as a memorandum that was 
prepared for your review and it does involve information regarding 
Lee Harvey Oswald provided to the CIA by a Cuban defector? 

Mr. Helms. Yes. 

Mr. Dodd. All right. I will read paragraphs 3 and 4 here if you 
want to follow along with me, beginning on paragraph 3: 

We have the problem of reconciling the operational exploitation of blank — 

The name having been sanitized here — 

and satisfying the responsibilities we have undertaken with Mr. Rankin, blank is 
such an operational gold mine that Mr. Blank wants at a maximum 2 months to 
work fully. It is palpable, however, that we must furnish to the Commission the 
substance of blank. 

It looks like. 

Then paragraph 4: 

It is recommended that the DDP in turn or via a designee, preferably the former, 
discuss the blank situation on a very restricted basis with Mr. Rankin at his earliest 
convenience, either at the Agency or at the Commission headquarters. Until this 
takes place, it is not desirable to put anything in writing. 

Doesn’t this language here indicate that in this particular in- 
stance anyway, the Agency was contemplating volunteering this 
defector’s information to the Warren Commission without a specific 
request from the Commission itself? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, I think that is right, sir. That is what it looks 
like to me. 

Mr. Dodd. Let me ask you this: Why did you feel in this case 
that the Commission should be privy to this information? Why did 
you volunteer this information? 

Mr. Helms. Well, I can only assume from reading this, since I 
don’t have any independent recollection of exactly what this defec- 
tor was saying, that it was so obvious to all of us that it would be 
of interest to the work of the Commission that we wanted to get it 
in their hands. 

In saying earlier today that we reacted both to the time and in 
response to questions, I didn’t mean to imply that we never volun- 
teered anything, particularly if it seemed that the Commission 
ought to have it, at least in our judgment it seemed that the 
Commission ought to have it. 

Mr. Dodd. I noticed earlier today in response to Mr. Stokes’ 
question you voluntarily went, I presume, to the Chief Justice at 
the time and communicated to him about the reliability of Nosen- 
ko’s testimony with regard to Oswald? 
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Mr. Helms. Yes, sir, it was certainly voluntary because we were 
very concerned at the time. 

Mr. Dodd. These were pieces of information that the Warren 
Commission would not on its own have had access to as a result of 
their own work? 

Mr. Helms. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Dodd. And certainly it was as well, a conscious decision on 
the part of the Agency and yourself that both of these pieces of 
information were relevant to the investigation by the Commission? 

Mr. Helms. That is correct, Mr. Dodd. 

Mr. Dodd. Now I come back again, Mr. Helms — I suppose it is a 
constant difficulty I have. I can see and appreciate why you would 
feel that the defector's information was relevant. I can certainly 
see why the question of the reliability of Mr. Nosenko with regard 
to his information with regard to Oswald was relevant. 

I have this terrible problem of trying to understand why, albeit 
today you recognize it was a mistake, but why — when you back in 
1964 recognize the relevancy of those two pieces of information — 
there was a lack of understanding as to the relevancy of attempts 
on our part to destabilize or get rid of Fidel Castro. That is the 
difficulty I have. 

Mr. Helms. I can understand your difficulty, Mr. Dodd. I am just 
sorry. It is an untidy world. 

Mr. Dodd. Other than the anti-Castro assassination plots, was 
there any other information pertaining to a possible mode or 
means or opportunity to kill the President that you are aware of 
and that Warren Commission was not told about? 

Mr. Helms. I am sorry, I don't get the 

Mr. Dodd. Other than the assassination plots. We know about 
the defector, you volunteered that. We had the voluntary turning 
over of the opinion with regard to Nosenko. We know today we 
didn't turn over relevant information with regard to these efforts 
to get rid of Castro. 

Are there other things that you can recall that might have had 
relevancy — things of importance, to the Warren Commission's in- 
vestigation of the assassination of an American President. 

Mr. Helms. Well, I don't know of any others. I can't think of 
what they might have been, but then we might have been guilty of 
some other errors of omission, I don't know. None come readily to 
mind. This didn't come readily to mind at the time. 

Mr. Dodd. You said earlier that you informed President Johnson 
of the anti-Castro plots or the efforts to get rid of Castro. 

Mr. Helms. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Dodd. Do you recall when he would have become aware of 
that? 

Mr. Helms. I guess he became aware of it when I told him, 
although I believe there were some allegations in a column by 
Drew Pearson. Yes, I think that is correct, that there was a column 
by Drew Pearson and then maybe some lawyer in town, a friend of 
his, made some mention of this to President Johnson. It was re- 
sponsive to this inquiry from him that I gave him the information. 

Mr. Dodd. And he was told specifically about the CIA’s efforts to 
get rid of Castro? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, he was. 
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Mr. Dodd. Was he told specifically about the CIA — organized 
crime connection? 

Mr. Helms. That is the thing we were talking about. It was 
about the operations to get rid of Castro. They were ongoing even 
in his administration. 

Mr. Dodd. Let me ask you when that would have been? I think 
in your executive testimony you said May 10, 1967. 

Mr. Helms. If that is what I said in the executive testimony, I 
believe that to be the correct date on which I did this. That is my 
belief. I did my best to reconstruct when it was, in recent times. If 
it is a mistake, it is a mistake, but it is an honest one. It is my 
recollection of when I did this. 

Mr. Dodd. Is it further your testimony that President Johnson 
was aware of the so-called AMLASH plot? 

Mr. Helms. I gave him what I recollect is a good fill-in on what 
we were trying to do. The AMLASH operation was a political 
action operation to get a political grouping together to unseat 
Castro. I recognized it in one of the documents, because I noticed it 
the other day in this group of documents, some officer in the 
Cuban operations testified to the fact that that was referred to 
consistently in the group as an assassination operation. That is not 
my recollection of the case. It was not an assassination operation 
or designed for that purpose. 

I think that I do know what I am talking about here, but there 
are other witnesses to that. Mr. FitzGerald is dead, but there are 
other gentlemen who worked with him at the time. 

Mr. Dodd. As you said in your earlier testimony, it is semantics 
that we are having trouble with. 

Mr. Helms. If you are the target, there is a great deal of differ- 
ence whether somebody is thinking of doing something to you 10 
miles from here and actually doing something. I don't mean to 
indulge too much in semantics, but it is a question of whether 
anything happened or not. 

Mr. Dodd. That is not the question. We are talking about what 
was planned to happen. 

Mr. Helms. The AMLASH operation was designed to try and get 
this man to organize a political action operation and a military 
operation to get rid of Castro. It was he who kept saying that the 
fastest way to do this is to kill the man. But this didn't mean that 
the Agency was interested in that aspect of the thing and the 
primary reason for being in touch with him was quite the opposite. 
We were trying to do various things to rein him in. 

Mr. Dodd. It was not suggested that there be a democratic elec- 
tion to unseat Castro? 

Mr. Helms. I should say not. But if you go through the records of 
those years, you will find it was the whole U.S. Government was 
behind this one. 

Mr. Dodd. Well, could you distinguish this one, then, from the 
other ones? You didn't want to characterize the other efforts as 
assassination plots or efforts to single out and get rid of Castro? 
This one you describe as more of a political operation. I am having 
a difficult time distinguishing the earlier ones if they are to be 
distinguished. 


41-373 0 - 79 - 12 
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Mr. Helms. Well, I think it goes back, Mr. Dodd, to what I was 
saying a few minutes ago where one government mounts oper- 
ations to unseat another government, at what point does what 
word become what word. You are trying to unseat them and you 
are trying to unseat them by the means at your disposal. Some 
may be shooting with guns. Others will take off and go to the hills. 
Others might be that you could arrest them and put them in jail. 
You know this as well as I do. It is the history of the world. There 
are coups constantly going on. 

All I am trying to say is the U.S. Government had a policy for 
many months of trying to mount a coup against Fidel Castro. 

Mr. Dodd. I would like to draw your attention to JFK-527. I 
would ask the clerk to show the witness, Mr. Helms, a copy of this 
exhibit. 

Mr. Helms, as they bring it over to you, this is page 94 of the 
CIA’s 1967 Inspector General’s report. Do you have a copy of it 
there? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, I do. I think this is correct. Is this about the 
AMLASH meeting? 

Mr. Dodd. There you go; that is the proper one. Again, just to 
make sure I understood you, your testimony was that you didn’t 
consider AMLASH to be an assassination plot? It was more of a 
political operation? 

Mr. Helms. That is right. 

Mr. Dodd. OK. Now let me read the section where you identified 
the document. I am reading what is underlined here, and I think 
for the purpose of the record it is important to note that the 
underlining was done by the Inspector General. It was not done by 
the committee. 

It is likely that at the very moment President Kennedy was shot, a CIA officer 
was meeting with a Cuban agent in Paris and giving him an assassination device for 
use against Castro. 

Now, again, I am reading from the same report that we read 
from earlier. They are calling it an assassination device. Are we 
getting semantical here again? 

Mr. Helms. No. I think the device, that was a hypodermic with 
some kind of poison in it 

Mr. Dodd. I am having a hard time hearing you, Mr. Helms. 

Mr. Helms. I believe it was a hypodermic syringe they had given 
him with something called Black Leaf-40 in it. This was in re- 
sponse to AMLASH request that he be provided with some sort of a 
device whereby he could kill Castro. He returned this device on the 
spot to the case officer. The case officer brought it back to Wash- 
ington and that was the end of the plot. 

Mr. Dodd. OK, but for purposes of discussion, the officer gave 
this Cuban, this agent in Paris, a device with that material you 
described in it. I presume the material, if injected into a human 
being, would kill him; is that right? 

Mr. Helms. I would think so, yes. 

Mr. Dodd. So the officer gives the Cuban agent the device to kill 
somebody. 

Mr. Helms. I am sorry he didn’t give him a pistol, because it 
would have made the whole thing a lot simpler and less exotic. 
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Mr. Dodd. Well, whether it is a pistol or a needle, if AMLASH is 
a political plot to destabilize the government, what in the blazes 
are we giving an agent a device to kill Castro for if it is not an 
assassination plot? 

Mr. Helms. Well, if you want to have it that way, why don’t you 
just have it that way. 

Mr. Dodd. It is not what I want. 

Mr. Helms. I think it is what you want. 

Mr. Dodd. I am reading to you from reports prepared at your 
request by the Inspector General. I’m not fabricating, I am quoting. 

Mr. Helms. I understand that. 

Mr. Dodd. Well, it is not a question of what I want. It is a 
question of what this committee would like to know, and the com- 
mittee is not satisfied, I don’t believe, at this point as to exactly 
what the characterization of AMLASH was. 

Mr. Helms. Well, I have told you what I believe the characteriza- 
tion of AMLASH to be. 

Mr. Dodd. What does that have to do with this? 

Mr. Helms. Because we gave him a gun or hypodermic syringe or 
whatever the case may be at his request because he had aims on 
Castro. If that is your definition of an assassination plot, then have 
it that way. It is quite satisfactory with me. 

Mr. Dodd. But it is your characterization that it would not 
be 

Mr. Helms. No; it is not. He didn’t accept the weapon. If we gave 
him a gun and he gave it back, there is no way he was going to 
make an assassination or murder with that particular device, was 
there? 

Mr. Dodd. It is not a question of what he wanted to do. It is what 
we were trying to do by giving him this device that is important. 
That is what I am driving at. 

Mr. Helms. Is it important? I thought you had Mr. Cubela testi- 
fying that they never even knew he was in touch with the CIA. So 
how is it relevant to the hearings of this committee, let alone the 
Warren Commission? 

Mr. Dodd. I would suggest to you that it might be relevant, if, in 
fact, Mr. Castro was aware of the fact that we were engaging in an 
activity designed to cause his early demise. 

Mr. Helms. Well, if he didn’t know it, he could have guessed it. 

Mr. Dodd. To the best of your knowledge, Mr. Helms, was the 
AMLASH operation, well, I guess called in in-house jargon a secure 
operation, an operation where to your knowledge there were not 
any leaks. 

Mr. Helms. The allegations I believe have been made by some 
officer connected with it that he felt there had been leaks. 

Mr. Dodd. I am sorry. I didn’t hear you. 

Mr. Helms. The allegation I believe has been made by some 
officer connected with the operation that there were leaks, that it 
was not a secure operation. The merits of that allegation I do not 
know. I know that the Senate committee seemed to feel that this 
was the case and I believe they came to the conclusion that it was 
a double agent operation. 
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I never believed that it was a double agent operation. I am now 
supported by Mr. Castro and Mr. Cubela. I don’t know whether 
that support gives me any solace or not. 

Mr. Dodd. Just a second ago you said even if he didn’t know, he 
could have guessed anyway. 

Mr. Helms. Sure. 

Mr. Dodd. I will ask that JFK exhibit F-527 be entered into the 
record at this point. 

Mr. Fithian [presiding]. Without objection it is admitted. 

[JFK exhibit F-527 was entered previously.] 

Mr. Dodd. Mr. Helms, I would like to show you JFK exhibit 
F-512. This is an affidavit that was prepared by an individual who 
no longer works with the Agency. The name at the top is a ficti- 
tious name, not his real name. 

Mr. Helms. That is known in the jargon as a cryptonym. 

Mr. Dodd. Then, Joseph H. Langosch is a cryptonym. This indi- 
vidual is a person who has extensive experience in counterintelli- 
gence matters related to CIA operations against Cuba. 

In fact, quoting from his background here, he worked for the 
Agency from 1955 to 1968. During 1963, he functioned in two 
capacities as a CIA officer, the first capacity being as Special 
Assistant to the Chief of the Special Affairs staff, and the second 
capacity being as the Chief of Counterintellgience for the Special 
Affairs staff. 

During 1963, the Special Affairs staff was the CIA staff responsi- 
ble for CIA operations directed against the Government of Cuba 
and the Cuban intelligence services and that as Chief of Counterin- 
telligence for the Special Affairs staff he was responsible for safe- 
guarding the Special Affairs staff against penetration by foreign 
intelligence services, particularly the Cuban Intelligence Service. 
So he was directly involved here on page 4. 

Mr. Helms. He is the man I was talking about a few moments 
ago when I said somebody identified with the operation made the 
allegation that this was an assassination plot. The gentleman may 
have heard somebody say this, but I had not heard anybody say it. 
I had occasion to ask if this was the common talk in the SAS staff 
from someone else who was there in a high position and I am told 
it was not. 

So, I don’t know the merits of the case. I have no reason to put 
the man down on his affidavit, but on the other hand this was not 
my understanding of it. 

Mr. Dodd. Well, for the purpose of the record, for the other 
committee members who may not be aware of his statement in the 
affidavit, he says that the AMLASH operation might have been an 
insecure operation prior to the assassination of President Kennedy 
because it was highly possible that as of 1962 the Cuban Intelli- 
gence Services had knowledge of the CIA’s association with persons 
involved in the AMLASH operation, including AMLASH 1, also 
known as blank, and that the information which led him to doubt 
the security of the AMLASH operation prior to the assassination of 
President Kennedy was available to senior level CIA officials, in- 
cluding Desmond FitzGerald. And the last paragraph states that 
the AMLASH operation prior to the assassination of President 
Kennedy was characterized by the Special Affairs staff, Desmond 
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FitzGerald, and other very senior CIA officials, as an assassination 
operation initiated and sponsored by the Central Intelligence 
Agency. 

Mr. Helms. It is interesting to me that a man who is so close to 
Mr. FitzGerald spells his name wrong. 

Mr. Dodd. How do you spell the name? 

Mr. Helms. It has a capital G. 

Mr. Dodd. That may not be his fault. That may be the stenogra- 
pher’s fault. 

Mr. Helms. But he has all kinds of initials in the margin here in 
which he made certain corrections. He would have had the oppor- 
tunity to take note of that, too, I would think. 

Mr. Dodd. We will take note of that. Obviously, you have had 
some experience in intelligence work. Would you like to comment 
on this aside from that? 

Mr. Helms. You know, it is an interesting fact that this commit- 
tee knows more about the truth of the assertions than I do because 
you have talked to Cuban officials. The meeting in Cuba at which 
Cubela testified has occurred within the last 2 or 3 months, and I 
imagine in the two trips that this committee has made to 
Havana — at least the newspapers tell me it has been two trips — 
you have had a chance to satisfy yourself perhaps as to whether 
the operation was insecure or not. 

The Cuban position seems to indicate that it was secure, that 
they did not know about it. That is why I say it is interesting. I 
have nothing to contribute myself. I don’t know whether it was 
insecure or not. I can only tell you, though, that intelligence offi- 
cers are just as human as most people and the fellow who doesn’t 
feel that maybe he was properly appreciated at one time in his 
career is always glad to get back at his superiors by saying he was 
the one who was right and they were the ones who were wrong. 

Mr. Dodd. Fine. Mr. Chairman, at this point I would terminate 
my line of questioning and turn back the balance of my time. 

Thank you, Mr. Helms. 

Mr. Helms. Thank you, Mr. Dodd. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Fithian. We were not sure, Mr. Dodd, that you had a bal- 
ance of time, but we do want to thank you for your exhaustive 
questioning. 

I think the plan here, Mr. Helms, is very soon to go back to the 
counsel, but I am going to exercise the prerogative of the Chair 
because I have a plane to catch and I want to ask a couple of 
questions before I leave. 

Mr. Helms, the fact that Oswald was in possession of information 
of some sort on U.S. radar equipment and radar operating proce- 
dures at the time he defected or attempted to defect to Russia in 
1959 is of some interest to us. Some people claim that he might 
have had knowledge of the U-2 spy plane performance characteris- 
tics as well, although that is less certain. 

But we are certain at least about the radar information. He told 
a State Department official, as you testified this morning I believe, 
in Moscow in 1959 that he intended to give this information to the 
Soviets. 

My question is: Was the CIA aware of Oswald’s defection and the 
extent of his radar training in 1959? 
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Mr. Helms. I don’t know, Mr. Fithian. My impression was that 
we first heard of his defection to the Soviet Union through State 
Department channels. Having been a marine and therefore a re- 
sponsibility of the Navy Department, I think the Agency would not 
have gotten very close to Mr. Oswald. They would not have regard- 
ed him as part of our responsibility. 

Mr. Fithian. So then the Agency, though aware, I would pre- 
sume there is some procedure for Americans, for your handling or 
someone handling American attempts to defect? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, sir. He went to the Embassy in Moscow, and the 
ordinary Consuls would have handled this affair. 

Mr. Fithian. And you or the Agency would not have been, under 
a routine arrangement, have been alerted by the State Depart- 
ment? 

Mr. Helms. Well, I think we would have heard from the State 
Department and I believe that we did hear from the State Depart- 
ment. We would have had no jurisdiction in the case. 

Mr. Fithian. Would you, would the Agency then not have — as a 
matter of practice— not have inquired of DOD or someone as to 
how much damage to our U-2 operation, let s say, theorized, that 
Oswald might be able to do by the defecting? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. We might have, but I would have 
thought that the feeling would be that that was the Navy Depart- 
ment’s responsibility. 

Mr. Fithian. Is it your best assessment that in all probability the 
Agency did not make any effort to assess the potential damage of 
Oswald’s 

Mr. Helms. I think that is right. In other words, he was another 
Marine, but what specialty he had or what he had been involved 
with, I don’t think we would have gone into that unless it were 
volunteered to us in some form. 

Mr. Fithian. Then the return of a defector to the United States, 
as Oswald did in 1962, is that— would that trigger an action by the 
Agency to interview him? 

Mr. Helms. Normally it would have, except that he would have 
been regarded by the Agency as a member or a Reserve member 
from the Defense Department, and therefore it would have been up 
to the Navy to take him over and talk to him. 

Mr. Fithian. Now, I thank you for your assessment. I would like 
your best guess on this. I doubt that you have any specific informa- 
tion, though you may. 

Given your work in the whole field of intelligence, is it reason- 
able for this committee to assume that with Oswald’s background 
and his attempt to defect, that he would be “an uninteresting 
target” to the KGB? 

Mr. Helms. I simply do not understand that assertion. I would 
have thought, to begin with, that any American who went to the 
Russian Government and said, “I want to defect to the Soviet 
Union” would have immediately been taken over by the KGB to 
find out what his game was because, after all, the KGB’s charter is 
to protect the Soviet state against infiltration. 

How would they know that he was serious about this? How 
would they know that the CIA had not sent him to make a fake 
defection and to try to get into Soviet society through this device? 
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So for that reason, if not for many others, I find it quite incredi- 
ble, the assertion by Nosenko that Oswald was never interrogated 
or was never in touch with the KGB while he was in the Soviet 
Union. This really stretches one’s credulity. It goes back to the 
testimony this morning that this is the hardest thing about the 
whole Nosenko case to swallow, and I have not been able to swal- 
low it in all these years. 

Mr. Fithian. Then my own belief that it is highy improbable 
that the KGB would have so acted, you would not find that too far 
off base? 

Mr. Helms. No. In other words, I would have thought they would 
have grabbed him immediately. 

Mr. Fithian. With all of that, and that is where I sort of come 
down to, this did not rule out him becoming a bona fide agent as 
far as the Agency was concerned? That is, it did not rule out 
coming down favorably on his own as far as the Agency was 
concerned? 

Mr. Helms. You see, I don’t know whether you were here this 
morning when we were talking about this. 

Mr. Fithian. Yes, I was. 

Mr. Helms. I realize that the publications are full of sentences 
saying that the Agency considered or made the judgment that 
Nosenko was bona fide. When we speak about the Agency, we are 
speaking about an organization, and normally when an organiza- 
tion is going to take a position, the various people in it decide that 
this is the position that ought to be taken and there is some record 
made of this. 

I don’t ever recall having taken a position in writing or a firm, 
final position about Nosenko’s bona fides. I did make a decision 
that he was to be resettled. I feel that there is no basis for me to 
waver in my feelings here. 

When I was talking this morning, I omitted to make a point in 
connection with that memorandum which I signed off on and 
which is a matter of your record here now in the committee hear- 
ings so there is no need to get the document. 

But in that April 2 memorandum of 1963, which I signed off on, 
there were various steps outlined in the attachment to the memo- 
randum about the resettling of Nosenko and I would like to read 
step 5 for the benefit of the committee because I think it is rele- 
vant here. 

I said: 

When we have favorably resolved this agreement within the Agency as to his 
bona fides, we will allow him his ultimate freedom, including assistance in finding 
suitable employment. If disagreement persists, however, as to his bona fides beyond 
the end of this calendar year, we will consult with other appropriate Government 
agencies as to whether he may be allowed full freedom as a nonresident alien or 
whether the security of the United States require his deportation. 

I have a note here that I misread the date on the copy I have of 
the memorandum. Maybe my eyesight is not very good here; 1969 
was the date of the memorandum. I am sorry. It is such a bad copy. 
It is April 2, 1969. 

In any event, if the Agency records do not have in them a 
memorandum which bears my signature which says that this * gen- 
cy’s position is that Nosenko is bona fide, I think that would b 
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subject. 

Mr. Fithian. My problem — and this is an opinion rather than a 
question, Mr. Ambassador — my problem is that as I look over this, 
I find it extremely difficult, as I have indicated, to accept that they 
would have — to accept Nosenko’s story with regard to the KGB 
activity or nonactivity. 

I find it almost equally impossible to understand why, in the face 
of this, which was considered by many the crucial question about 
Nosenko, why we as a Government continued to pay him the kind 
of money that we went over this morning in testimony. 

I find, as a matter of fact, I find both of these about equally 
implausible, if I can come back to this. 

Mr. Helms. Well, I think, sir, that you must realize, Mr. Fithian, 
that one has difficulty handling these defectors. What do you do 
with them? I mean, do you put them on welfare? This is really one 
of the problems. Defectors are encouraged to come to this country 
because they do have information that is denied to the United 
States in these closed societies and otherwise. They have been very 
useful in the information they have turned over. 

I am told that Mr. Nosenko, in certain categories, has made a 
very useful contribution to American intelligence. But if you have 
the man on your hands, and even if he is not turning out to be 
particularly useful, do you want him wandering around as a public 
charge? I don't think we do. 

Now you can get down to the details of whether he is being paid 
the correct amount or not. I think that is Admiral Turner's respon- 
sibility now. I have not had to deal with this matter for 5 years. I 
prefer that you ask him if he thinks he is worth it now. 

Mr. Fithian. Thank you very much. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Preyer. Mr. Goldsmith is recognized for a few additional 
questions on direct. 

Mr. Blakey. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could ask a question? 

Mr. Preyer. The Chair recognizes Mr. Blakey. 

Mr. Blakey. Ambassador Helms, I have not, up until this point, 
asked questions in our hearing before. I had an occasion several 
years ago in a public forum to ask a question of Mr. Colby along 
the lines of what I would like to ask you now. I wonder if you 
would respond to it. 

You had a conversation with Congressman Dodd in which you 
discussed the pre-Bay of Pigs plots involving the Mafia and the 
post-Bay of Pigs involving the Mafia. You raised some question in 
your mind as to which of the plots were serious in the sense that 
they contemplated more than the overthrow of Castro, but more 
particularly his personal assassination. I found the factual discus- 
sion extremely interesting. 

Let me change the focus and direction, if I might. Let me ask you 
a moral question, not a legal question, not a practical question, but 
a moral question: Would you tell me and the members of this 
committee and maybe the American people what possibly could 
have been the moral justification for the CIA entering into an 
alliance with the Mafia to execute the President of a foreign coun- 
try? 
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Mr. Helms. There was none. I have apologized for this. I can’t do 
any more than apologize on public television that it was an error 
in judgment on my part. There was great pressure on us at that 
time to try to find connections in Cuba. For my part in this and to 
the extent I had anything to do with it, I am heart sorry. I cannot 
do any more than apologize. 

Mr. Blakey. I understand you say there was no moral justifica- 
tion for it. 

Mr. Helms. Not that I am aware of. 

Mr. Blakey. Thank you. 

Mr. Preyer. Mr. Goldsmith? 

Mr. Goldsmith. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would ask that Mr. Helms be shown JFK F-518. I might state 
for the record that JFK F-518 is a summary, a partial summary, of 
a conversation involving a woman named Luisa Calderon who was 
identified as having possible connections with DGI, Cuban Intelli- 
gence. 

Mr. Chairman, I move for the admission into the record of this 
exhibit. 

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, the exhibit is ordered admitted 
into the record at this time. 

[The information follows:] 

SUBJECT : Comments of Luisa CALDERON Carralero 


1. A reliable source reported that on 22 November 
1963, several hours after the assassination of President 
John F. Kennedy, Luisa CALDERON Carralero, a Cuban employee 
of the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City, and believedl to be 

a member of the Cuban Directorate General of Intelligence 
(DGI), discussed news of the assassination with an acquain- 
tance. Initially, when asked if she had heard the latest 
news, CALDERON replied, in what appeared to be a joking 
manner, "Yes, of course, I knew almost before Kennedy." 

2. After further discussion of the news accounts 
about the assassination, the acquaintance asked CALDERON 
what else she had learned. CALDERON replied that they 
(assumed to refer to personnel of the Cuban Embassy) 
learned about it a little while ago. 

JFK Exhibit F-518 

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, this document was provided to the 
committee from the CIA and it describes a conversation which 
raises the possibility that a woman affiliated with DGI, Cuban 
Intelligence, knew about the assassination before it occurred. In 
other words, it suggests the possibility of foreknowledge. 

I want to be very clear that the committee is not indicating that 
this definitely does indicate foreknowledge. It simply raises the 
possibilities of foreknowledge. 

Do you recall ever having this conversation brought to your 
attention? 

Mr. Helms. I really can’t remember. I just don’t have any idea. I 
imagine it would have been brought to my attention and I imagine 
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we would have tried to follow up to find out what it meant, but I 
don’t have a personal recollection of it. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Do you know whether this particular informa- 
tion was ever communicated to the Warren Commission? 

Mr. Helms. I have no idea. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Do you think that it should have been? 

Mr. Helms. I would have thought that it would have been one of 
the things that would have been reported to them, but I don’t have 
any specific knowledge that it was. This did not show up in the 
Warren Commission report? 

Mr. Goldsmith. Again, Mr. Helms, I am not in a position to 
answer questions. 

Mr. Helms. I am sorry. I won’t ask you any more questions, Mr. 
Goldsmith. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I appreciate that. 

Did the Agency ever conduct an investigation to determine 
whether Lee Harvey Oswald had been connected with the CIA? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, and I believe that Mr. McCone presented to the 
Warren Commission a sworn affidavit saying that he had no 
formal connection with the CIA of any kind. I gather that through 
the years a couple of people have been identified who had once 
thought that maybe the Agency should have some kind of a contact 
with Lee Harvey Oswald, but to the best of my knowledge no 
contact was ever made. 

In any event, he was not an agent of the CIA and I was horrified 
this morning to have Mr. Blakey, as a part of this committee’s 
work coming out with the allegation at this late date that he had 
some identification with the Agency. Can’t this ever be put to rest? 
What does it take to put it to rest? 

Excuse me, I am asking you a question. I will rephrase it. I 
would hope that at some juncture someone would find some means 
of putting this allegation to rest. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, what did the Agency’s investigation 
involve when it was looking into this matter? 

Mr. Helms. We have records for one thing in the Agency, and 
then on top of that, I have the recollection that various people 
were asked whether they knew anything about Oswald or had any 
connection with him, people like the officers in the contact divi- 
sion, did you ever interview Lee Harvey Oswald; people in the CE 
staff, et cetera. 

I don’t remember the exact details. Fifteen years later it would 
be implausible for me to remember exactly what, but I can assure 
you that we would not have asked or suggested or allowed Mr. 
McCone to swear out an affidavit, present it to the Warren Com- 
mission, unless we believed the affidavit to be truthful. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Was there a written report summarizing the 
Agency’s investigation? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Do you think one should have been filed? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Why not? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t have any idea why it should have. If it 
manifested itself in the affidavit sworn by Mr. McCone, isn’t that 
evidence enough? 
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Mr. Goldsmith. Are the Agency’s files sufficiently accurate to 
resolve that issue? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. You know, after this inquiry today, I 
am reminded of the fact that back in the days of the Continental 
Congress that intelligence, espionage, and counterespionage were 
conducted by committees of the Continental Congress. I think 
maybe the best thing to do would be to return secret intelligence to 
the aegis of the U.S. Congress and let you fellows run it. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, did the Agency ever have an oper- 
ational interest in Lee Harvey Oswald? 

Mr. Helms. Not that I am aware of. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I would ask that the witness be shown JFK 
F-526. I would ask that you read that. 

For the record, this is a memorandum dated November 25, 1963. 

Mr. Helms. I have glanced at this memorandum. I have not read 
it in great detail. Who wrote it? 

Mr. Goldsmith. You are asking me who wrote it? 

Mr. Helms. Oh, I am sorry. I am supposed to take an anonymous 
memorandum and make judgments on it. I’ll do the best I can. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I might add that this is a sanitized document 
and I would hope you would not want me to indicate who wrote it. 

Referring you to the first paragraph that makes reference to the 
laying on of interviews. 

Mr. Helms. The first paragraph makes reference to the laying on 
of interviews with Lee Harvey Oswald. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Does the language of this memorandum suggest 
that the possibility of a contact with Oswald was contemplated? 

Mr. Helms. The memorandum does not say anything about a 
contact. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Does the memorandum make reference to the 
laying on of interviews? 

Mr. Helms. It says I had discussed — some time in summer 1960 — 
with almost a whole line blank, the laying on of interviews through 
blank or other suitable channels. At the moment, I don’t recall if 
this was discussed while Oswald and his family were on route to 
this country or was after his arrival. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I am sorry. I didn’t ask you to read the docu- 
ment. I simply asked you to 

Mr. Helms. I am sorry. I didn’t know I was disobeying. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I simply asked you whether the document makes 
reference to the laying on of interviews? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, it says someone thought about laying on an 
interview. 

Mr. Goldsmith. In light of that, does it suggest that at the very 
least a contact with Oswald was contemplated by the Agency? 

Mr. Helms. Not by the Agency, by some individual in the 
Agency. For a lawyer, I think you ought to be more precise. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, I am not in a position here today to 
respond to your criticism. 

Mr. Helms. I am sorry. That was not criticism. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, have you testified before at a con- 
gressional hearing? 

Mr. Helms. At any time? 

Mr. Goldsmith. Yes. 
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Mr. Helms. Do you mean in my life? 

Mr. Goldsmith. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Helms. On more than one occasion, yes. 

Mr. Goldsmith. And during those occasions, sir, was the stand- 
ard operating procedure for the attorney to ask the questions and 
for the witness to answer them? 

Mr. Helms. I must confess during my life, Mr. Goldsmith, that I 
was usually asked questions by the Senators or the Congressmen 
involved. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Very well, Mr. Helms. Under those circum- 
stances again, was the procedure for the member of the committee 
or its staff to ask the questions and to have the witness answer the 
questions? 

Mr. Helms. Yes. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Did anyone tell you before you came to testify 
here today that standard operating procedure would not be followed? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t recall discussing it with anyone. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Fine. Let’s follow the standard operating proce- 
dure, Mr. Helms. 

Mr. Helms. Certainly, Mr Goldsmith. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Do you know what followup there was to this 
memorandum dated November 25, 1963? 

Mr. Helms. I have no idea. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I would like to draw your attention to the last 
line on this memorandum. It makes reference to the Harvey story. 

Mr. Helms. Yes. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Do you know what Harvey story that is refer- 
ring to? 

Mr. Helms. No, I do not. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Did the Agency debrief Lee Harvey Oswald upon 
his return from the Soviet Union? 

Mr. Helms. I was not aware that it did. I don’t believe it would. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Would standard operating procedure have called 
for Oswald to have been debriefed? 

Mr. Helms. I would not have thought so, Mr. Goldsmith. I think 
that the standard operating procedure after he returned to the 
United States would have been for the Navy to debrief him. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Why is that, sir? 

Mr. Helms. Because he had been a member of the Marine Corps, 
and I believe he stayed in the Marine Reserve, if I am not mistak- 
en. But in any event, the understandings were that military offi- 
cers were handled by the intelligence organs of the Defense Estab- 
lishment. 

Mr. Goldsmith. So I take it, then, that the Agency had no 
interest in finding out whatever information Oswald may have 
picked up during his work at a radio factory in Minsk? 

Mr. Helms. I think they would have hoped — they would have got 
that information from the Navy. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Did the Agency ever obtain that information 
from the Navy? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Again, Mr. Helms, would you agree that a 
memorandum that makes reference to the possibility of the laying 
on of interviews on Oswald is contemplating a contact with 
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Oswald? I am not suggesting a contact necessarily occurred, sir, but 
that it is contemplating a contact. 

Mr. Helms. Apparently someone, and I am sorry but the memo- 
randum is so sanitized that I don’t know who it was nor do I know 
in what part of the Agency he was, apparently had an idea at some 
point it might be a good idea to interview Oswald. To the best of 
my knowledge, his thought never came to anything. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Did the Agency ever interview the author of this 
memorandum to determine whether there was any followup? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. I don’t know who wrote the memoran- 
dum. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Do you think if there were a written report 
summarizing what the Agency had done in its investigation of the 
Oswald allegation, perhaps issues like this might more readily be 
resolved? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. I think these issues are very difficult to 
resolve, particularly 15 years later when I don’t even know what I 
am dealing with. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Do you think the availability of a written report 
summarizing the steps that the Agency went through would facili- 
tate resolving this issue today? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, I think probably it would have been, in light of 
hindsight, might have been very useful if we had had a memoran- 
dum for the record of everybody in the Agency who was talked to 
about Oswald. We should have kept that going for several years. 

Mr. Goldsmith. If I may have a moment, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Helms, what is a 201 file? 

Mr. Helms. I believe the 201 file, if memory serves, is simply the 
number given to a type of file at the Agency in which personality 
information is placed. In other words, if you open a 201 file on the 
chairman of this committee, for example, it would simply be infor- 
mation that had come into the Agency which involved that gentle- 
man. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Why would the Agency have opened a 201 file on 
Oswald? 

Mr. Helms. Why would it have? 

Mr. Goldsmith. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Helms. I believe at some point a decision must have been 
made that Oswald was perhaps a matter of continuing interest and 
therefore the information which we held on him should be put in 
the file. 

I would like to suggest to the committee that when a Govern- 
ment agency receives mail it has to do something with it, and one 
of the things that you do with it is to try to categorize the type of 
information it is and where it would best be filed so that if you 
need it at some future date you can get it back. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I would ask that Mr. Helms be shown JFK 
exhibit F-534. For the record, that is a Department of State tele- 
gram dated October 31, 1959. 

Would you please read to yourself that telegram. 

Mr. Helms. Yes, Mr. Goldsmith, I have read it now. 

Mr. Goldsmith. This telegram makes reference to Oswald indi- 
cating his intention or desire to defect, and it says that Oswald has 
offered the Soviets any information he has acquired as an enlisted 
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radar operator. My question to you is whether information con- 
tained in this particular telegram would normally lead to the 
opening of a 201 file? 

Mr. Helms. I just don't know how to anwer the question. I would 
have thought so but, on the other hand, maybe a decision would be 
made that this was something that involved the Marine Corps and 
that this was their concern. After all, the Department of Defense 
has a very large Defense Intelligence Agency and then it has 
intelligence units in the Army, Navy, and Air Force and they do 
have jurisdiction over their people and their security. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, I would ask you to refer to your 
previous testimony to this committee on page 75, specifically to line 
15 response to the question posed by me: 

Mr. Goldsmith. Would the information contained in this telegram normally lead 
to the opening of a 201 file? 

We are referring to the same telegram. Would you please read 
the response that you gave that day? 

Mr. Helms. 

Mr. Helms. I would have thought so, an American who was defecting to the 
Soviet Union would have been of counterintelligence interest and that would have 
been quite sufficient to have caused the Agency to open a file. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Chairman, I move for the admission of this 
exhibit. 

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, the exhibit is ordered into the 
record at this point. 

[Whereupon, JFK exhibit F-534 was received in evidence:] 
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Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, when, if ever, is it permissible to 
remove a document from a 201 file? 

Mr. Helms. I don't really know what the regulation of the 
Agency is any more about the removal of documents. I would have 
thought it was not a common practice to remove documents from a 
201 file, but whether there were specific cases under which this 
might have been done for some particular reason, I suppose there 
were. 

Mr. Goldsmith. When a document is removed from a 201 file, is 
any record of this event required to be kept? 

Mr. Helms. Normally I would think that an entry would be 
made that such-and-such a document had left the files, so anybody 
who was reviewing that file would then realize it was not complete. 
But I am so far away from these matters anymore, Mr. Goldsmith, 
that I am really not a good witness on these technicalities, and I 
am sorry about that. But I am not and I would not like the 
vagueness of my memory to mislead anybody. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I would ask Mr. Helms be shown JFK F-523. 

I might indicate this is a form that is used to initiate the opening 
of a 201 file. 

Mr. Helms, in whose name was this 201 file opened? 

Mr. Helms. The name is Oswald, Lee, and the middle name 
Henry. Excuse me, I stated December 9, 1960. Is that correct? 

Mr. Goldsmith. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Helms. I just wanted to be sure I can read it. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Did the Agency ever initiate inquiry as to why 
the file on Oswald was opened under the middle name of Henry 
instead of Harvey? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know the answer to that, Mr. Goldsmith. I 
believe that it caused a great deal of controversy at the time it was 
discovered after President Kennedy's death. But what the resolu- 
tion of the matter was and whether any logical explanation was 
found, I do not know. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Did you ever see a written report dealing with 
this issue? 

Mr. Helms. If there was one I don’t recall seeing it, but I have no 
doubt that somebody must have made an effort to explain it. 

Mr. Goldsmith. You made reference earlier to the date of this 
particular document. It is December 9, 1960. The State Department 
telegram which we showed you earlier was dated October 31, 1959. 
That is the document that made reference to Oswald intending to 
defect and to give military information to the Soviets. 

Why after the receipt of this State Department telegram in 
October of 1959 would it have taken more than a year to open a 
201 file on Oswald? 

Mr. Helms. I have no explanation for that, Mr. Goldsmith, I am 
sorry, I just don’t know. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Would a routine name trace for Lee Harvey 
Oswald have resulted in a reference to the file opened under the 
name Lee Henry Oswald? 

Mr. Helms. I believe that the procedure in the Agency was when 
traces were being run of this kind that all the Oswalds would have 
been run and certainly all the Leo Oswalds would have been run. 
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It was probably at that time it was discovered there was a mistake 
here. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I take it, your answer then, is yes? 

Mr. Helms. Yes. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I notice under the section in the middle of the 
page where it says other identification, the initials AG are insert- 
ed. Do you know what the initials AG stand for? 

Mr. Helms. I am sorry, I am not with you. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Please look down the right-hand side of the page. 
There is a column marked other identification and within that the 
initials AG appear. Do you know what that term stands for? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know what that is. I am not familiar with it. I 
am sorry, I just don’t know. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I understand. I note by looking at the bottom of 
the page that Oswald’s file was restricted. Do you know why Os- 
wald’s file would have been restricted? 

Mr. Helms. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Is that unusual in any way? 

Mr. Helms. Maybe because he was an American, but I don’t 
literally know the reason. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Is it unusual to restrict such files? 

Mr. Helms. I wouldn’t have thought so. But the Agency was 
loaded with different kinds of classifications and classification pro- 
cedures and special arrangements, and so forth, to take care of 
unusual circumstances, so I don’t think that was unusual. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Are 201 files ever maintained on a covert basis 
or is there ever such a thing as a fake 201 file? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. You brought to my attention the fact 
that you had discovered one in the Agency. I was not aware of the 
phenomenon myself prior to your having brought it to my atten- 
tion. Since you did find one, then I concede that I guess there was 
such a thing, but I was not aware of the one that you brought to 
my attention and I am not aware of any others. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Let’s examine that particular one at this point. I 
would ask that Mr. Helms be given JFK F-522. 

What was the ZR rifle project? 

Mr. Helms. My understanding from the hearings of the Church 
committee, I believe the ZR rifle originally started out as an indica- 
tor for a project which was supposed to cover a man who in turn 
had been taken on to have available an operational capability to 
kill people. This man was hired before I was aware of these things. 
I have this in hindsight but I believe that is what the ZR rifle was 
supposed to be and then I believe later it metamorphosed into 
something else. But anyway, after I became Deputy Director for 
Plans, I put on the shelf for good any and all use of his capacity for 
killing people. We didn’t need that, so that was the end of that. 

If the ZR rifle continued after that, it was in another context and 
I don’t remember precisely what the context was. I can read what 
you have given me here, that it was to spot, develop, and use agent 
assets for Division D operations. My recollection of Division D was 
that it was the operational staff in the Agency which attempted to 
procure code and cipher materials overseas for use by the National 
Security Agency. 


41-373 0 - 79 - 13 
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Mr. Goldsmith. In fact, that form which you were just reading, 
the reference to Division D, has no bearing at all upon any execu- 
tive action-type problem, any type of assassination program? 

Mr. Helms. I would not have thought so. If that was in Division 
D, maybe it was there for convenience. Maybe they didn't know 
where else to put it, and I can't blame them. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Is it also possible the person writing these notes 
was writing that aspect of it to mislead people to cover the fact 
that this was assassination activity? 

Mr, Helms. I don't know whether that was the idea or not, Mr. 
Goldsmith. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Let's take a closer look at this particular docu- 
ment. This document consists of handwritten notes. The notes are 
in the handwriting of two different individuals. 

Mr. Helms. Yes, I notice here on one of the pages, “It should 
have a phony 201 to backstop this." 

Mr. Goldsmith. You are reading from which page, sir? 

Mr. Helms. I am sorry, they are not numbered, Mr. Goldsmith. I 
am not trying to be difficult. It is 1, 2, 3 — this is page 4. 

Mr. Goldsmith. You are referring to the bottom of the page 
where it says, “should have phony 201 in RI"? 

Mr. Helms. That is it. 

Mr. Goldsmith. The document indicates, “should have phony 201 
in RI to backstop this. All documents therein forged and backdated. 
Should look like”— I believe that says a “CE file." 

Mr. Helms. I think that must be what it means. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Let's refer your attention now to page 6, two 
pages further. 

Mr. Helms. Right. 

Mr. Goldsmith. At the bottom right-hand portion of the page 
approximately five or six lines up, the person wrote in, “Never 
mention the word assassination." Is that true? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, that is what it says. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Would you turn to the next page. Does that page 
say “No projects or papers except for cover"? Does it also say 
“cover file create from RIS" — the rest of it not really legible? Does 
it contain that language? 

Mr. Helms. Yes. I don't know, I can't read it either. It is so cut 
up and excised, and so forth, it really doesn't make much sense. 

Mr. Goldsmith. In any event, Mr. Helms, do these handwritten 
notes contain any indication that this particular project contem- 
plated the use of fake files? 

Mr. Helms. That is what it says here. I don't know any more 
about it than that, if this is the item I mentioned a moment ago 
that you had brought to my attention and I concede that is what 
this says. But I find it awfully difficult to deal with these matters 
so totally out of context and excised and sanitized, and so forth. My 
recollection is as I have told you, that the ZR rifle project was an 
individual who was supposed to kill people. He never killed any- 
body and he was never used for that purpose after I had anything 
to do with it, and any further business the ZR rifle was involved in 
was something else's entirely. 
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Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Helms, 1 would ask you to refer to page 86 
of your prior testimony which is given at a time when you had 
access to the complete document. 

Mr. Helms. Is the top of that page supposed to have been cen- 
sored by the Agency or is that somebody else’s lining. 

Mr. Goldsmith. No, sir, that was not intended to be sanitized by 
the Agency. I believe your lawyer will confirm that. 

[Witness conferring with counsel.] 

Mr. Helms. Excuse me, Mr. Goldsmith, I was confused by what I 
was looking at here. 

[Witness reading from prior testimony.] 

Mr. Goldsmith. The question to you: 

Mr. Goldsmith. In any event, would you agree that here is a case where at the 
very least agency personnel were contemplating the use of a fake 201 file and 
possibly a fake operational file? 

Will you please read your answer? 

Mr. Helms [reading]: 

Mr. Helms. Yes, it looks like that. But then his boss would have known about 
this. He would have had to get permission to do that. Somebody would have known 
about it. 

Is that as far as you want me to read? 

Mr. Goldsmith. Yes. I have one more exhibit to show you, Mr. 
Helms. I would ask Mr. Helms be given JFK F-524. 

While that is being done, Mr. Chairman, I would ask that JFK 
F-522, F-524, and F-526 be entered into the record. 

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, the exhibits are entered into the 
record at this time. 

Mr. Goldsmith. In addition, I would ask that JFK F-525, F-512, 
and F-523 also be entered into the record. 

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, the exhibits are entered into the 
record at this point. 

[Whereupon, JFK exhibits F-512, F-522, F-523, F-524, and F-526 
were received in evidence:] 
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JFK Exhibit F-512 

— JFK F*vwwT V- s\z 

AFFIDAVIT 


JOSEPH H. LANGOSCH, a former employee of the Central 
Intelligence Agency, being duly sworn, makes oath as follows: 

That this statement is made freely, voluntarily, and 
without threats, promises, assurances, or remuneration from 
any source. 

That from January 5, 1955 until approximately August 
1968 I was employed by the Central Intelligence Agency. 

That during 1963 I functioned in two capacities as a 
CIA officer, the first capacity being as Special Assistant to 
the Chief of the Special Affairs Staff and the second capacity 
being as the Chief of Counterintelligence for the Special 
Affairs Staff. 

That during 1963 the Special Affairs Staff was the CIA 
staff responsible for CIA operations directed against the 
Government of Cuba and the Cuban Intelligence Services. 

That as the Chief of Counterintelligence for the Special 
Affairs Staff, I was responsible for safeguarding the Special 
Affairs Staff against penetration by foreign intelligence 
services, particularly the Cuban Intelligence Services - 

That I was further responsible as the Chief of Counter- 
intelligence for the Special Affairs Staff for initiating and 
supervising counterintelligence operations designed to penetrate 
the Cuban Intelligence Services. 
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That during the latter half of April 1964, in my 
capacity as the Chief of Counterintelligence for the Special 
Affairs Staff, I became acquainted with an intelligence 
officer of the Cuban Direccion General de Inteligenda (DGI) . 

That the Cuban intelligence officer with whom I 
became acquainted had defected from the DGI while in Canada 
and subsequently entered the United States and maintained an 
operational relationship with the CIA under the cryptonym 

\; "" 

That ( after his defection, provided the CIA 

with certain DGI documents and that none of these documents 
concerned or referred to either the assassination of 
President Kennedy or Lee Harvey Oswald. 

JV*t 

That during May 1964 j reported information to 

me concerning the reaction of the DGI in Havana, Cuba to the 
assassination of President Kennedy and that this information 
is recorded in a memorandum dated May 8, 1964 which I 
prepar e for the Chief of CIA's Counterintelligence Staff 
and t*hac this memorandum accurately reflects the information 
reported to me by / 

That the above-referenced memorandum of May 8, 1964 

'j 

recording \ 9 a information states that Luisa Calderon 

Carralero, also known as Luisa Rodriguez Calderon, was being 
paid a salary by the DGI, that she might have had contact 
with Lee Harvey Oswald, that during the time she was in Mexico 
the DGI had intercepted a letter to her by an American who 
signed his name OWER (phonetic) or something similar, that 
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after the DGI ' s interception of the letter she had been followed 
by the DGI and seen in the company of an American and that a 
DGI officer in Havana, Cuba named Roberto Hernandez de Curbelo 
believed that Luisa Calderon Carralero had been recruited/, i 
| by the Central Intelligence Agency. 

That I do not recall ever reviewing a CIA J of 

or being informed about a conversation which transpired on 
November 22, 1963, approximately three hours after the 
assassination of President Kennedy, in which Luisa Calderon 
Carralero may have expressed foreknowledge of the assassination 
of President Kennedy. 

That during 1965 I prepared a memorandum for the Chief 
of the CIA's Western Hemisphere Division for Cuba, entitled 
I _ . ‘Allegations," which concerned security problems 

with the AMLASH operation. 

That I prepared the following statement at page 3, 
paragraph 3A(3) of the memorandum entitled f 

Allegations": "Assassination, obviously, is a dangerous game, 

not merely to the plotters in a physical sense, but to a 
sponsoring government which may suffer severe political 
repercussions at home and abroad if its involvement is made 
known." That the government referred to herein is the Govern- 
ment of the United States and that the plotters referred to 
herein were persons connected with the AMLASH operation. 

That the AMLASH operation was initiated and supported 


by the CIA. 



195 


-4- 


That jvh e n ^Jj^p^ e ^ a^~ ed the 

Allegations, the AMLASH opera tion^hed* been an insecure 
operation prior to the assassination of President Kennedy o 
November 22, 1963. 




That the AMLASH operation 4wd been an insecure operatio 

A 

prior to the assassination of President Kennedy because it was 


highly^ rV» tow m m that as of 1962 the Cuban Intelligence Service 
had knowledge of the CIA’s association with persons involved 
in the AMLASH operation, including AMLASH-1, also known as 




That the^ ii t eu s m i u iiu^lfTL of the AKLASH^op|^a^on prio 
to the assassLnation of President Kennedy was fc nsw n to senio 
level CIA officials, including Desmond Fitzgerald. 

That the AMLASH operation prior to the assassination 
of President Kennedy was characterized by the Special Affairs 
Staff, Desmond Fitzgerald and other senior CIA officials as 
an assassination operation initiated and sponsored by the CIA. 


I understand that this affidavit may be introduced and 
received into evidence by the Select Committee on Assassinations 
of the United States House of Representatives, and may lead 
them to make various findings of fact, and the statutes 
applicable to Congressional investigations, including but not 
limited to those concerning false statements, obstruction, or 
misleading, would subject me to criminal penalties for not 
telling the whole and complete truth in this affidavit. 
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Further affiant saith not. 



Sworg and subscribed to before me 
on this day of September, 1978. 



ROBERT F. MITCHELL. JR. 

.) (> notary public 

. . > \ W COMMISSION EXPIRES MARCH 31, t«J 

> I 

' My Commission Expires: 
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JFK Exhibit F-522 
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6 WAR *£3 


MEMORANDUM FOR: Mr. William K. Harvey 

SUBJECT: Extension of Authorization of ZRRIFLE 

Agent Activities 


REFERENCE: Memorandum dated 19 February 1962, 

same subject 


1. For the purpose of ZRRIFLE activities, you are hereby 
authorized to retain the services of principal agent QJWIN and 
such other principal agents and sub-agents as may be required. 
This authorization will continue to be in force through 

31 December 1963 subject to renewal at that time. 

2. As established by contraot with him, QJWIN r s salary 
will be $7,200 per annum. Accounting for the expenses of 
QJWIN and other agents involved in this activity will be in 
the form of receipts for funds received by them, and these 
receipts will be retained in the ZRRIFLE covert operational 
file. Because of the sensitive nature of this activity, 
accounting for funds will be by general category and by certi- 
fication. In addition to the salary established for QJWIN, 
you are authorized the expenditure of $13,800 through 

31 Deoember 1963. If further funds are necessary, they will 
be provided. . ' " 


3. This memorandum approves an amendment of reference 
memorandum increasing funds authorized for the previous pe: 
from $14,700 to $16,200. 


tn 


4. This memorandum is to be considered in lieu of projeot 
and constitutes authorization for all travel, per diem, opera- 
tional, and other expenses. 

5. It is requested that this activity be handled strictly 
on an EYES ONLY basis. 


MjUA— 

RICHARD HELMS 
Deputy Director (Plans) 
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19 February 1962 


MEMORANDUM FOR: ; William K. Harvey 

SUBJECT: Authorization of ZRRIFLE Agent Activities 


1. Fo r the purpose of ZRRIFLE activities, you are here- 
by authorized to retain the services of Principal Agent QJWIN 
and such other principal agents and sub-agents as may be 
required. This authorization will continue to be in force 
through 31 December 1962, subject to renewal at that time. 

2. As established by contract with him, QJWIN f s salary 
will be $7,200 per annum. Accounting for the expenses of 
QJWIN and other agents involved in this activity will be in 
the form of receipts for funds received by them, and these 
receipts will be retained in the ZRRIFLE covert operational 
file. Because of the sensitive nature of this activity, 
accounting for funds will be by general category and by your 
certification. In addition to the salary established for 
QJWIN, you are authorized the expenditure of $7,500 through 
31 December 1962. If further funds are necessary, they will 
be provided. 


3. This memorandum is to be considered in lieu of pro- 
ject and constitutes authorization for all travel, per diem, 
operational and other expenses. 

4. It is req uested that this activity be handled 
strictly on an EYES ONLY basis. 




41-373 O-79-u 
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— E)«ie>iT ^ 

THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

WASHINGTON, O. C. 20503 


Offic# of Legi&Iotiv* Counv*J 


19 September 1978 


Mr. G. Robert Blakey 

Chief Counsel 6 Director 

House Select Committee on Assassinations 

Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Blakey: 

Forwarded herewith is an unsigned memorandum 
dated 20 February 1964 concerning a machine listing 
of documents for the Oswald 201 file. This document 
was not released earlier under FOIA, but has been 
declassified in the light of new considerations. It 
formerly bore the classification of Secret and the 
handling restriction of Eyes Only. 

Mr. Goldsmith requested this statement for use of 
the document in the public hearings, as the classifica 
tion and handling restriction had been removed when 
the document yas approved for release under FOIA. 

Very truly yours, 

S.D. Breckinridge 
Principal Coordinator, HSCA 


end. 


JFK Exhibit F-524 
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20 February* 19 64 


MEMORANDUM FOR: Chief, | 

SUBJECT: Documents Available in OSWALD 's 201 File 


1. A machine listing of documents officially* recorded as being 
in OSWALD' s 201 file was requested and is attached. The actual 
machine work of this type was begun in 1963, but a few Items of previous ' 
dates were also recorded. 

2. A comparison of the documents physically available in the 
201 file and those recorded as being in the 201 file has shown that 37 
documents which should be in the 201 file are not available in it. This * 
total is made up of: 

2 dispatches 

7 memoranda from the FBI 

1 CSCI 

2 State Department documents 

25 cables. 


3. Machine inquiries for the location of these documents have 
not been made.* 



Document Number 


54&0O 


for FOIA Review on JW 1975 
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JFK Exhibit F-526 


r:i 

Chief of Station, | 

( . -Lee Hurray OSWALD 


‘JFK E^msir F -5Z!o - 


For inrcTiraCion ' . * 

\ ■ . 

c 

Far t-c record y« forward herewith a by y 

in which h s giraa hi s 11 actions^ of / inters? Ir > Subject folio yz cz z & 3^>^‘ 

Subject r s return to the United StatcT~frca the U5S£ . * ~ 




End. 


Distribvtipn 

/-T^i 


D _ !M ,,iS5.-n3A 

for FOIA /^ws^ if* ^jTc 


n Dec i96s AEG I S ?Cg2 
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25 Hoveabsr 1953 


had at one tin® an 

J interest in Oswald. As soon as I had heard Oswald's nace, I recalled 
that as/ I had discussed — sometime in Summer 1960 — - 

with | x .the layong 

on of interview(s) through! or other suitable channels. At the 

moment I don’t recall if this was discussed while Oswald end his family 
were en route to our country of if it was after their arrival. 

2.. I remember that Oswald's unusual behavior in the USSR had struck 
me fron the moment I had read the first $7PfTS> (dispatch on him, and I 
told my subordinates something amounting to M Don*t push too hard to get:-", 
the information we' needy because this individual looks odd.”£ tfe were 
particularly interested in the •*?« Oswald night provide on thy Minsk - 
factory in which he had been employed, on certain sections of the city 
itself, and of course’we sought the usualj_ ^hat might help develop . 
foVfticp /personality dossiers. BK>£l*APHlC iNroSMATJO/ - 

3. I was phasing into my n e.*-r* .'cover assignee^/ __ . ' at 

the time; Thus, I would have left our country shortly after Oswald’s arrival. 
I do not know what action developed thereafter. ' 


SUBJECT: Mr. Lee Harvey Oswald 

TO S J 

1. It makes little difference now, but/ 


Addendum ‘ * * * - • 

4. As an afterthought, I recall also that at the time I was becoming 
increasingly interested in watching develop a pattern that we had discovered 
in the course of our bio and research work/ : the number of Soviet 

women marrying foreigners, being permitted to leave the USSR, then eventually 
divorcing their spouses and settling down abroad without returning ’’home". 
The! case was among the first of^ these, and we eventually turned * 

up something like two dozen similar cases v ' • • % : 

» ' *. x became interested in the developing 

trend We had come across. It was partly out of curiosity to leam if 
Oswald* 5 wife would actually accompany him to our country, partly out of 
interest in Oswald’s own experienced in the U SSR, that we shewed 
intelligence interest in the/tfarve^ story. 
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Mr. Goldsmith. The first page of JFK exhibit F-524 is a letter 
from Mr. Breckinridge to Professor Blakey of this committee. I 
would refer your attention — why don’t you read both pages. 

Mr. Helms. I have had a chance to read not only Mr. Brecken- 
ridge’s covering memorandum to Mr. Blakey but also the attached 
memorandum which is unsigned and just says “To Chief,” I don’t 
know what. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Does this memorandum make reference to 37 
documents being missing from Oswald’s 201 file? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, it does. It says that: 

In 1964, February 20, a comparison of the documents available in 201 file and 
those recorded as being those in the 201 file has shown 37 documents which should 
he in the 201 file are not available in it. 

And there is a breakdown of what seems to be missing. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Was this document ever brought to your atten- 
tion? 

Mr. Helms. I can never remember it having been brought to my 
attention. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Were you ever informed that at some time there 
were at least 37 documents missing from Oswald’s 201 file? 

Mr. Helms. No; I doubt that would have been brought to my 
attention. I would assume somebody in charge of the registry would 
have gone looking for the documents. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Is the information contained in this document 
particularly sensitive? 

Mr. Helms. You mean sensitive operationally or in a security 
sense? 

Mr. Goldsmith. Sensitive in the sense that the Agency normally 
attributes to that term. 

Mr. Helms. I wouldn’t have thought so. 

Mr. Goldsmith. In light of that, why would this document have 
carried the classification of “secret” and the restriction “for eyes 
only” prior to its declassification? 

Mr. Helms. Sir, I am sorry but I don’t see “eyes only” on it nor 
do I see “secret” on it. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I understand that. I said prior to its declassifica- 
tion. 

Please reread the letter to Professor Blakey from Mr. Brecken- 
ridge. 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. Maybe it was overclassified. A lot of 
documents in the agency were. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Thank you, Mr. Helms. I have no further 
questions. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Chairman, there are a number of other 
exhibits which relate generally to the subjects of Mr. Helms’ testi- 
mony, but with respect to which there was not sufficient time to 
ask specific questions. They have been marked for identification as 
JFK F-513 through F-517, F-519, F-521, F-525, F-528, F-530, and 
F-533. May they be admitted into evidence at this time? 

Mr. Preyer. Without objection, they may be admitted into evi- 
dence. 

[The exhibits referred to above follow.] 
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JFK Exhibit F-514 


* ■ (£) 
WTC:mfd • — JFK Ewiwr ^’-514' 

MEMORANDUM March 26, . 1964 


SUBJECT: Mexico - CIA Dissemination of Information on 

Lea Harvey Oswald on March 24, 1964 

The CIA directed a memorandum to J. Lee Rankin 

(Commission Document No. 631 ) in which it set forth the 

dissemination of the information on Lee Harvey Oswald. I 

realize that this memorandum is only a partial answer to 

our inquiry to the CIA dated March l5, 1964 and I hope that 

the 

the complete answers will give us/additional information we 
requested. 

We would like to know Just when 
| got the information with respect to Lee Harvey Oswald . 
and what was the information and how was it obtained. How 
did the information get from Mexico to the CIA In Washington, 
and in what f oira did It come? ^ 

At what point was the Information that* the Lee 
Harvey Oswald was probably the Lee Harvey Oswald who had 

* 

defected and was married to a Russian developed so that when *. •* 
the telegram went from the CIA in Washington to the various 
agencies it contained such information. In other words, I 
would like to know whether this was information available in 



Mexico or did. this additional information get in the message 
only after it reached Washington and the information was 
being disseminated to the various agencies. 

As you know, we are still trying to get an explana- 
tion of the photograph which the FBI showed Marguerite 
Oswald soon after the assassination. I hope that paragraph 4 
of the memorandum of March 24, 1964 sent Mr. Rankin by the 
CIA is not the answer which the CIA Intends to give us as to 
this inquiry. 

We should also determine why the Navy never furnished 
the CIA with copies of the most recent photographs of Oswald. 
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— jfk p*_5\5 — 

5 March 1964 




vTte, 




Dick: 


[/J S'. V* ✓ *- *V CH C ' ' C 5 l* 


£ 


% 


J% 

«~f «. y f 1 O. I 


f veV^uyly ^W«-w\ ~h> S<r r <_1“ 5cv>V|'< 

pr ob Is m y her* icrr your determination 


This Is responsive to paragraph 3 of Rankin’s letter (see 
reference tab), JA does not desire to respond directly to 
paragraph 2 of that latter which made a levy for our material 
which gotten into the hands of the Secret Service since 
23 November. We found that, except for three telegrams, all 
that the Secret Service had was material we had sent to 
McGeorge Bundy at the White House. Apparently, he had 
simply passed it to the Secret Service as a matter of Internal 
information. 


Unless you feel otherwise, (*) would prefer to wait out 
the Commission on the matter covered by paragraph 2. If 
they come back on the point ha feels that you, or someone 
from here, should be prepared to go over to show the 
Commission the materials rather than pass them to them in 
copy. Incidentally, none of these items axe of new substantive 
Interest. We have either passed the material in substance to 
the Commission in response to earlier levies, or the items 
refer to aborted leads, for example, the famous six photo- 
graphs which were not of Oswald, and the passenger manifest 
on an airline which also did not pertain to Oswald. 


If you desire to take note of the levy in paragraph 2, we 
would recommend that you indicate in the attached proposed 
memorandum solely that we will take care of It separately, 

^ . £ 57^)~Q£50 (*) - Staff employee 

Document Numoef ■ - ’ ‘ 

tor FOIA Review otJ JUJ4 1978 


JFK Exhibit F-515 


lor POIA Review ori 
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JFK Exhibit F-516 














218 



ter. ' .. : ; « ? • ■ - .. . info - -V^ . . r , r ; L : .>ciTg 'y ^ ^ 


> SHOULD FAS^ ETFO-R57 AN». PARA OHS 


LOCALLY. INTO 7ARAS 


TWO AND TEHSX 0BIGXHAT3S WITH 


3. BET AND POSSIBLE IHSHTI7ICATIOH EBING DISSEMINATED 
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END OF MESSAGE 


WH CRT: * According to 1 Oct, aa Aasricaa sale 

aaaa Lee CSwaid 

(phoaetic) stated he at So? Emh on 28 Sept tihea 
spoka with Conaul. He discussed, seta dlag a tale^raat 
to Washington. Jto local Dlaaemlaation. had been mad*. 


T/1lARAMESSINES 
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JFK Exhibit F-517 
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JFK Exhibit F-519 
CERTIFIED TRUE COPY 


— jFX F - b \9 — 


S May 1964 


Subject— Generali . 

Speciflci OSWALD CA23 

THE SCK3CS DOES NOT HATS IHEECT EMGWIZD3S OF LEE HARVEX GSWAlD OR HIS A CTIVITI ES 
BUT WAS AELS TO PROVIDE HESS 05" ECEKSST [ON . _ fc USAH 321 X211103 03 

OFFICERS ASSIGNED TO THS DXEECCICW GSI 23AL RE ICTSTZGShXU | 

1 TH3 ISFCSWAlICil APP EASES Was FTjHSISSED BT 

THS SCUEC3 AI3 IS SEZHP TO QU23XICS3 SUBMITTED 51 | 

I« Prior ta October IS 63 * OSWALD visited tbs Cuban Eabasay la Mexico <*-' 
City* on two cr three occasions. Bef<=*e, during and after these vinita, PSL/iTD 
vis In contact with the SXHSCdC M G3GRJLL D2 XliT^UGSICIA (DCI ) 7 specific ally 
Vita ^ CAfDFRCTI, Haim si VEGA Pares aad Regalia B0CR3SGS2 Lopes. 

VEGA v hc ee Cuban iatellt g enc m pseudoryn la HABCC3 1 3 the cmrrtwxi 
Cuban IS chief In Mexico. He recently has had a tour of duty in Katana* prior 
to vhich be held, the sace poet as nor as Cuban IS chiaf in dsadco. * 

3 0 0R XGCSZ is a Cuban IS staff officer In Mexico* He three Cuban 
iatolliggrtce paetrdnnyas, Eduardo, Casidro and Jose Antonio. 

The precise relationship of Inlsa CAIDEBG3 to the DOI is not clear. 

She spent about sir norths in H a x ico fresa which aha returned to Cuba early in 

1<?6U. 

CCS-MEWI : | has the fallowing ref ereerss concerning Luisa 

C Aid FR OM Carralaroi She vao assigned to the cooaorcial office of the Cuban 
Enbassy in Marie o City, and she had arrived in Mexico ca 26 January 1963 and 
on 11 Dec caber 1963 cade a reservation to return to Cuba on Cuban* Airlines 

| Shi left Hexico Ciiy for 

Ha vena on 15 December 1963 using passport Z/ 63/7 ‘ _ * J ’ 

| Another reference \said that her datecdf 

arrival in Mexico was 15 January 1563 and that she had replaced Rosario VAZCJISZ, 
a Mexican secretary in the caacercial office. Other references apparently con- 
cerning the subject are [ J 

vhich do net appear to add anything of interest to that given above. 

2. The source does not knew whether or not the : Cuban Services used OSWALD 
in azy agent capacity or other manner. 

3. A. Whan news of the aseaaainatlan of President Kennedy reached the 
QGI, it caused ncch ccxsaent concerning the fact OSWALD had been in the Cuban 


■4 J -373 O - 79 - 15 



222 

J 

Ecbassy in Mexico. In addition, orders were issued far all headquarters and 
field officers of the DGI to sort and package all documents according to whether 
they were ">iny aecrsto™ (vary secret), ‘'secrete 0 (secret), and °2-=jortante tt 
(inpertaat) . The cater* al ones packaged was to be held pending fbxthar i sa tiric— 
ticca, - In addition, all travel by LSI officers and all DGI pouches vers sus- 
pended tgr-pncarily. v 

3» When the news that GSWALD was the reached the DGI, there 

was no iscediate cement but, when Fidel CASTHfl speke ca television to dary 
Cuban iirrolvwjeut, there was considarabla consent concerning CaJALD’s visit to 
the Cuban Eacaaay in Mcaicn, At this tine ViQA, vtzo has been cautioned previously, 
was in Cube and cemented to a gro u p of DGI staff officers that OSWALD had come 
to the Cuban Unfcea^r in Hadco to request a visa but had been refhoed* 7Hi did 
not give any details and the subject was not pursued*. 

lw It la not known whether ief o r aa tian on CSyiLD’s visit to the Cuban 
Consulate in f^rrlca in Sept eeber 1563 was relayed to ary Cuban service* 

5* It is cat known if the Cuban -IntaVLigiroe 3*rvicee had contact with, 
the hew Orleans* Fair Play far Cube Conittee* 

6* The only Molina who is recalled is "The Hook**, the Cuban who xas cca- 
victed in ii«w lark City for the carrier of a young girl during a clash between 
two Cuban groups* The DGI staff officer vha had been in tbs United Katicas in 
Sew fork, SA2£EE5SABjm travelad to Cuba with "The Hock* and with another Cuban 
runed 0HI3ISIA sad upon arrival in Cuba triad to obtain esplpyn-nt for both 
individuals* The races Pedro Charles and Peter hav^s no known significance* 

7* The reaction of Soviet officials in contact with the Cuban intelli- 
gence services is not knows* 

8* Kf>tHirrg is loom about Soviet proposals following the news of President 
Remedy's assassination* 

5* The only fabrication knewn is the special natter by Fidel CASTEQ pre- 
viously centioned* « 

1C* KotMng is known about Jack SHESSSrzni aka Jack BEST* 

xu _ ’’ ’ ”.t” ... . / s " i 

12. OSWALD’S photo was seen in the newspapers but natfrtrg is known about 
him other than what appeared in the press* 


2 
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1- Was Leo fTai ve y OSWAID known to the Cuban, intelligence- services 
before 23 November 15^3? Iff so -which, service? 

2. Were the Cub«n services, using CSVAID in any agent capacity, or in 
any other manner, before 23 November 1963 ? 

3* What -was the reaction off the Cuban intelligence services to news 
• off President Khnnedy 1 3 assassination ? To the neve that OSWALD 
■was the assassin? . > 

4-. Was information an CSWAID's visit to the Cuban Consulate in Msxico 
City in September. 19^3^ relayed to any Cuban service ? If- go, what 
action was taken? - . . j 

5. Was' there any contact between the Cuban ' intelligence services and 

the' Nev Orleans 1 Fair Play For Cuba Ccrrittes? .... * 

6 . Has •’subject ever heard off Mario del RCSAHIO MOlina, or Pedro Charles 
known also as "Peter"? 

7* How* did the Soviet officials in contact with the Cuban intelligence ... ? 

services react to news off the assassination? ^ . 

8 . Did the Soviets propose any type off action or i nv e sti gation to the f 

Cuban intelligence services following the news off President Kennedy* s . , 

assassination ? ' 

9. Was any provocative material deliberately fabricated by the Cuban 
services or others- and sent to the United States to con fuse the • - 
investigation, off the OSWALD case? 

v 

10.. Was Jack HUSHDjS'SIU eka Jack HUH? known to the Cuban intelligence 

services? Iff so, in what w^-? ' 

II* Does subject know* a Iwfao e nte re d Mexico an November 

23* 1963 «* Nenvo Laredo, Texas and four days later preceded to 
Havana by special plane . ' He was 23 years old and. carried a 
U.S. passport. Ee .also had a Mexican tourist pemit. Develop ■ \ 

all inffornatiaa you can an this individual. * 




c i ■ c 

Proposed Questions cn Oswald Case 


i 
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JFK Exhibit F-521 


19 Jure 19614. 


— JFK\ Eivhsit F* " 5* 2. 1 * — 

FHGSt : . v 

SU3J : I 


1. On 15 May 196 ^, ve provided the presidents Ccaaissiaa 

with a a ussar y of our debriefing of Cuban defector} who had 

no personal knowledge of Oswald and no information 1 lading bin to 
the Cuban intelligence services in any manner. As a follow -up, 

Mr. Howard ?. Villens of the Cozni salon asked if he could see the 
questions used in the interrogation . 

2. Cn 18 June, I took the questions and source's responses 
to the Ccosls s ion and shoved then to Hr. Villens, as studied than 
and returned the questions to re with the observation that they were 
very thorough and fully satisfied his requirements . He said that he 

*sav no need to pursue this angle any further. The questions and 
answers exhibited to Mr. Villens are attached. At no tins during 
cur contacts with the Cedis a Ion did we disclose the source's identity 

i - » 


3- Mr. Villens indicated that the Ccmissicn was winding 
up its investigation. Ee ’^as highly complimentary of CIA, referring 
to the agency personnel he encountered here and in Mexico as "real 
professionals ." Mr. Villens asked that -I convey his best regards to 
you. 


Oocurrent Number 


■ T39 -Jiff 


for FOIA Review a\' JUN 1375 


Attachment : a/s 


'*ri 3 


1 

1 
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SOURCE EVALUATION: 

The Source is believed to be very reliable. V/e have 
established through independent evidence and cross- 
checking that the major part of the intelligence 
information furnished by him is unquestionably 
true. For example, we knew independent of this 
Source that Manuel VEGA Perec and Rogelio 
RODRIGUEZ Lopez were Cuban intelligence officers 
in Mexico . 
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6 May 196^ 


Questions on Csvald Case 


Cuban Source dated 5 May 19oV 

prior to October 1963 , Oswald v± sited the 
Cuban Snbassy in Mexico City on tvo or three occasions. It is 
cub lie toowLedg* he was in Mexico during the period 9 - 26-63 to 

10- 3-63. 

A) When did source learn of these visits - before or after 
the assassination? Please describe in detail the circumstances 
under which source learned this information and identities of 
the persons involved. 

3 ) Did these visits take place during the aforementioned 
cerioa or is the source referring to previous visits. If the 
latter, try to get more specific details regarding these trips 
and the origin of the source's information. 

2. The source 3 tates that before, during, and after these visits 
Oswald was in contact with the DGI, specifically Lui 3 a 
CALD3CN, Manuel VDGA Perez and P.ogelio PCD3IGUZZ Lopez. -Inis 
Vould appear to mean that one or more contacts ware made after 
Osvald returned to the United States i .e . , between 10-3-63 an<5 

11 - 22 - 03 . 

A) What does source naan by contact? 

3) Can he break down these contacts by the specific 
individual named, place and type of contact, and date of 
occurrence ? 


Proposed 

?n72SS:iC2 : Debriefing of 

1. The source says that 


C) Did Oswald 'mov or have reason to suspect the 
intelligence connections of these persons ? 

D ) That vas the purpose of these contacts ? 

3) If Oswald did not kne v the intelligenca affiliations 
of these individuals, vhzt pretexts, if any, were employed in 
contacting him? 

?} Did source ever see any documentary material on any of 
these contacts, or any correspondence initiated by or addressed 
zo Co void ? / 
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G) Did tile DC* I ever employ physical surveillances , 
technical devices or camera equipment to cover these contacts^ 

H) The source says he does not iciov whether the Cuban 
services used Oswald in any agent capacity or otherwise . This 
obviously makes it acre important to check out what the source 
meant in question one. 

3. Did the DGI aver initiate an investigation . of Oswald ? 

4*. What was the reason for packaging files at DC-1 headquarters 

and field offices after news of the assassination was received? 

5. Source was asked whether any provocative material was deliberately 
fabricated by the Cubans (Question 9) io confuse the investigation 
of Oswald. Tbs reply attributed to bin was, "the only fabrication 
known is the special natter by Fidel CASTRO previously mentioned." 
Please clarify. 


Addendum 13 JUne with reference to #5 ; 

The only possible fabrication known by source was the specific 
denial by Fidel CASTRO on a TV program of any Cuban knowledge 
of Oswald. 


- 2 - 
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5 May 1964 


Subject - General: Debriefing of Cuban Source 
Specific: OSWALD Case 


The source does not have direct knowledge of Lee Harvey OSWALD 
or his activities but was able to provide items of interest based on 
Cuban intelligence officers assigned to the Direccion General De 
Inteligencia. The information appearing below was furnished by 
the source and is keyed to que^ions submitted. 

1. Prior to October 1963, OSWALD visited the Cuban Embassy 
in Mexico City on two or three occasions. Before, during and after 
these visits, OSWALD was in contact with the Direccion General De 
Inteligencia (DGI), specifically with Luisa CALDERON, Manuel 
VEGA Perez and RogeLio RODRIGUEZ Lopez. 

VEGA whose Cuban intelligence pseudonym is MARCOS 
is the current Cuban IS chief in Mexico. He recently has had a 
* tour of duty in Habana, prior to which he held the same post as 
now as Cuban IS chief in Mexico. 

RODRIGUEZ is a Cuban IS staff officer in Mexico. He has 
three Cuban intelligence pseudonyms, Eduardo, Casimiro and Jose 
Antonio. 


The precise relationship of Luisa CALDERON to the DGI is 
not clear. She spent about six months in Mexico from which she 
returned to Cuba early in 1964. 

2. The source does not know whether or not the Cuban Services 
used OSWALD in any agent capacity or other manner. 


3. A. When news of the assassination of President Kennedy 
reached the DGI, it caused much comment concerning the fact 
OSWALD had been in the Cuban Embassy in Mexico. In addition, 
orders were issued for all headquarters and field officers of the 
DGI to sort and package all documents according to whether they 




were "Muy secreco" (very secret), "secreto" (secret), and 
"importance" (important). The material once packaged was to be 
held pending further instructions. In addition, all travel by DGI 
officers and all DGI pouches were suspended temporarily. 

B. When the news that 05 W ALD was the assassin reached 
the DGI, there was no immediate comment but, when Fidel CASTRO 
spoke on television, to deny Cuban involvement, there was considerable 
comment concerning OSWA L D 1 s visit to the Cuban Embassy in Mexico. 
At this time VEGA, who has been mentioned previously, was in Cuba 
and commented to a group of DGI staff officers that OSWALD had come 
to the Cuban Embassy in Mexico to request a visa but had been refused. 
VEGA did not give any details and the subject was not pursued. 

4. It is not known whether information on OSWALD’S visit to 
the Cuban. Consulate in Mexico in September 1963 was relayed to any 
Cuban service. 

5. It is not known if the Cuban intelligence services had contact 
with the New Orleans’ Fair Play for Cuba Committee. 

6. The only Molina who is recalled 1$ "The Hook", the Cuban who 
was convicted in New York City for the murder of a young girl during 

a clash between two Cuban groups. The DGI staff officer who had been 
in the United Nations in New York, SANT IE STAB AN traveled to Cuba 
*with "The Hook” and with another Cuban named ORIHUELA and upon 
arrival in Cuba tried to obtain employment for both individuals. The 
names Pedro Charles and Peter have no known significance. 

t 

7. The reaction of Soviet officials in contact with the Cuban, intelli- 
gence services is not known. 

8. Nothing is known about Soviet proposals following the news of 
President Kennedy’s assas sination. 

9. The only fabrication known is the special matter by Fidel 
CASTRO previously mentioned. 

10. Nothing is known about Jack RU3ENSTEIN aka Jack RUBY. 


11 . | 

I 

12. OSWALD'S photo was seen in the newspapers but nothing is 
known about him other than what appeared in the press. 
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1 MAY 1964 

Proposed Questions on Oswald Case 


1. Was Lee Harvey OSWALD known to the Cuban intelligence services 
before 23 November L963? If so which service? 

2. Were the Cuban services using OSWALD in any agent capacity, or in 
any other manner, before 23 November 1963? 

3. What was the reaction of the Cuban intelligence services to news 
of President Kennedy's assassination? To the news that OSWALD 
was the assassin? 

4. Was information on OSWALD’S visit to the Cuban Consulate in Mexico 
City in September 1963 , relayed to any Cuban service? If so, what 
action was taken? 

5. Was there any contact between the Cuban intelligence services and 
the New Orleans' Fair Play for Cuba Committee? 

6. Has subject ever heard of Mario del ROSARIO Molina, or Pedro 
Charles known also as "Peter"? 

7. How did the Soviet officials in contact with the Cuban intelligence 

services react to news of the assassination? , 

8. Did the Soviets propose any type of action or investigation to the 
Cuban intelligence services following the news of President Kennedy's 
assassination? 

9. Was any provocative material deliberately fabricated by the Cuban 
services or others and sent to the United States to confuse the 
investigation of the OSWALD case? 

10. Was Jack RUBENSTEIN aka Jack RUBY known to the Cuban intelligence 
services? If so, in what way? 

11. Does subject know. who entered Mexico on November 

23, 1963 at Neuvo Laredo, Texas and four days later proceded to 
Havana by speciaL plane. He was 23 years old and carried lU.S, 
passport. He also had a Mexican tourist permit. Develop all 
information you can on this individual. 

12. Attached is a photograph of OSWALD,) 
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S.A.S 3-27-64- 

cc: Mr- Rankin 

Mr. Stem 
Files*/ 

rzgsrjiaxfti 






Mar eh 27, 1964. 


-O"* 





1 


TO 

FROM 


SUBJECT; 


Mr* Rankin 

S. A. S^cZjI 

CIA. Filo on 0 swnld 


— JFK k'mr F- 52.5 - 

. .,/ 


Tddoy, Friday, March. 27, 19^, I niet at CIA heealguartars vith 
lit* Rocca to review the CIA filo on Leo Earvey Oswald. Hie die 
contains those rzatcrinlc furnished to us previo usly by CIA. Tn 
audition, it contains the fo llo wing mterials: 

a. Coble reports iron the CIA station in r^rlco of I reverb cr 

22 end 23 , 19 o 3 relating to photographs of a parson who hod visited 
the Cuban end Soviet Embassies in Mexico City" during October end 
Uoveziber. l$o 3 ; and reports on these cables furnished on Eevesber 

23 by CIA to the Secret Service. Hie sc as sua ges ere accurately 

pxircp^irascd in the attachments to the CIA neso reaches of March 24- 
1954 (Commission Eocunent **674} . * 

b. Cable of October 10 Iron CIA Mexico City station to CIA 
headquarters reporting on Oswald contact at Soviet Embassy, ond 
October 10, 1963 ccssege fren CIA headquarters to Mexico City station, 
of background information on Oswald. These Ecssagc 3 ere accurately 
reported in the CIA aecasaadaa of January 31 , 1964 . 

I did not review any naterlaln later then . JTovenber 23 , 1963 . 

Mr. Pocca also shoved no the "printout ,# of the references to 
Oswald documents in the CIA electronic data storage system. There 
was no item lie ted which vo have not been Given cither in f ull text 
or paraphrased. 

When I evidenced en interest in the CIA electronic data 
processing systca, Mr. Koeca said that he would arrange a detailed 
explanation at a fixture visit. 


JFK Exhibit F-525 
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JFK Exhibit F-528 


. 13 inrli 156 U. 


~^Y\ £U\Z\r 


{EHHliiDQlI FQa TEE RECCRD 


1 , f call ed ra ia it 0 $ 0 G and showed na in, draft at jHMaraodTDi 

recording his cairrersatiaa "with Allen Drill es an Saturday 11 April re CIA 
assistance to the. Warren Ca=is sian_ In essence, the corrrersaiian dealt . 
-with, questions -which, the Warren Cacni. sian "iiili direct to CIA- . Coot* 
fallows? • **vn\ •*'♦. 

2 , | . has sues®stad that nothing further he dona ’re pr e p aration 

of an analysis of the Q5WAH3 af^a-r-r psndirg receipt of the questions .iron 
the CoaaissiatL. Answering these questions eight mica it "unnecessary to 
prepare an analysis, 

3 , ( asked that we prepare, on a priority basis, a reply to / 

the FBI conrsuhicatian containing two reports on the. CSWATD case iron - 
Sosenko, I _ _ is handling, [ and [ are to see it in* 

draft, - . . • - 


P. 5 . [ also ret urne d to na the several itens of Oswald- production 
borrowed on 11 April, - 


Docunrefrfr Nuarbef _£SLS3? 
far FOIA R?*mw eg . JUS $75 
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13 April 19 64 

MEMORANDUM FOB- Deputy Director far Plans . y 

SUBJECT:^ ‘ i trn iiisguaaians with Mr. Allen Vf- Dulles 
oa Its uswajLd Case j\ ripn I w - 

1* At the instructions of tha DDP > X visited Mr* ? 
Dulles on 11 April to discuss with him certain questions 
•which Hr- Dulles. foals tha Harrsn Commission nay pasa- to *'w-.T 
CIA- . Mr- Dulles explained that while tha C cn a is si t-C yi 

wished to clarify certain asp-actsof tha- Oswald esse- 
which a raspousa free CIA seessd necessary it. iras cot ; 33ra*?>^ 
how the- questions should be posed nor how CIA. should, rasp cad— 
Hr- Dallas hapad that, cur discussions would enable -‘hiETrto-^^ 
advise the .Ccaaissica on this natter. Ha first, raised.' th»r£y 
allegation that Oswald was a CIA agent-. He 'aentionedl twa v-* 1 ;*'-* 
s a urea s far this a ecus a tx oa- On a-- was Mrs* Harguer i te £UV.A‘ -A'i 
Oswald, Lee Harvey Oswald’s a other, and tha other va&iir»/.* ** 
Marl Lana, Mrs— Oswald 1 s attorney- Ha susga^tad thatr.tho**.^*- 
Coamission," in asking us this question, night wall forward *•/!* 
a summary or pertinent excerpts of the testimony con earning 
this natter- Ha noted, however, that Mrs- Oswald’s, test!-* 
nony was so incoherent that it would be difficult to find 'A- 
pertinent excerpts, thus it would be bettor for the Cca- 
Bission to. atawrita the tea tin any- . ■ •„ ' 

2- Mr. Dulles then suggested that the response to this-’ 
question could bo in the foia or sworn tea tin any before the . 
Couaissioa by a sanior.CIA official or a latter or affidavits; 
He recalled that the Director of the FBI had replied 
letter to a similar question*' In any event,* Mr. Dulles'-.*- * 
felt the reply, should be straightforward and to the point- - *;* 
He thought language which aade it clear that Lea Harvey ^-. * ' 
Oswald was never an employee or agent of CIA would su£f ice-*..r . 
We should also state that neither CIA nor. any am acting 
cn CIA’s behalf was ever in contact or conn uni cation with ----- ' 
Oswald- Hr- Dulles did not think it would, be a good idea *“**'- 
to cite CIA procedures for agent assessment and handling • */ 
re show that, it would hare been unlikely for Oswald to have 
been chosen as a CIA agent to enter Russia. ^ There are always 
exceptions to every .rule and this sight be misunderstood by 
aeabers of the Ccaaissicn with little background in activity - 
ot tills sort. I agreed with bin that a carefully phrased 
denial of the charges of involvement with Oswald seeded 
ciost appropriate- ^ . 



234 


3. Tha next question concerned tha possibility of 
Oswald’s having bean a Soviet agent. Hr- Dulles suggsstsd 
that the Coanission^ question an this natter be phrased 
somewhat as folios: "In tha knowledge or judgaant of CIA 

. was. Lee Harvey Oswald an agent of .the Soviet intelligence 
services or the intelligence services 'of other communist - 
states at any tine prior to 22 November 1363, or was Oswald 
solicited by these intelligence services to becoae such an 
agent?" After considering this question, it became apparent - 

• that the- prablac* of making a "judgment* as to whether Oswald 
aij;ht have becoas. an agent of a communist power was subject 
to the saae difficulties we would have encoantared if ve .. . 

• had* triad- to answer tha allegation ox CIA affiliated by . • * 

citing CIA's- own procedures. If CIA, ia responding to -tha- - 
"judgment" portion of tha question, ware to say that ia 
light of its knowledge of Soyiet Bloc procedures if.vas hT-/ * * 

unlikely that Oswald would have beccse their agent, * * 

would ha ye- to a da it that exceptions are always possible.’."* J ' 
Mr- Dulles and I fait that it would be bettor to avoid this- 
and confine our response to a precise statement of. fact*-: 

- This statement, in Mr. Dulles ’’ view, could note that CIA 
possessed no knowledge either gained independently or fro* 
its study of the net a rials supplied by tha Commission . * 

. tending to show that Lae Harvey Oswald-was an agent of 
the Soviet intelligence services, or the services -of any 
other CoBauaist country, or far that natter of any other..’ ' 
country. 

• 4. Both questions wore discussed Individually but 
later Mr* Dulles suggested that because they ware inter- . * 
Connected it would be better if th9 Coosission posed taoa . 
in one letter to CIA. I agreed that this sight be sinpler. 

5. After covering * these questions of direct interest 
to CIA, Mr. Dulles aenticned other issues which, c once read 
the Commission. He remarked that neobers of the Cossaissioa p 
could not understand why CIA had not begun an investigation ~ 1 • 
of Oswald as soon as it received word that ha had defected. 

I noted that this question had bean discussed with Mr. 

Rankin and his staff and there seened to be considerable 
■ of the practical circumstances which nad© it 

'““Spossible for" CIA to undertake such investigation inside 
the USSR- I expressed the hope that it would not be necessary 
for oCXA to place natters of this sort in the public record. 

Mr. Dulles agreed. 
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6. Mr* Dulles Chen asxed if la were normal far 
tha Soviet Government to penit a Soyiat woman to sorry 
& foreigner and then allow har to leave- with nor husband 
shortly after the aarriags* This question perturbed the 
Coaaissian and they would like to haye an answar* I said 
that whereas the respcns-a could have soad bearing qq whether 
Oswald was an agent* tha problan 3 a«aad to lie nors . ip the. 
consular field and I suggastad that the best way to obtain 
an opinion- on what constituted ’’normal practice" in jaarriage* 
cases in the USSR would ba to quastiart tha Department ox 
State. 9r* Dallas agreed with this. 

7* Mr- Dulles expressed his appreciation for the * 
assistance accorded, his and said that he would discuss the 
framing of th» questions, for CIA with Mr* Rankin an Here day* 

13 April*. At this point I did offer a. personal opinion in , 
regard to tha way in which CIA should respond. Noting that 
testis any on qu*stiaas such as these would be difficult to- * 
insert in thw public record* I suggested that it would be 
best, if tha CIA rsspense wers in written rom. However^ 
nuch will dap a ad. on the fora in which the equastions are’ 
eventually put to ns and I imagine that a final decision . 
can be aade at that tine* 

. At no tine during thasa discussions did .Mr* Dullss J 

■ake any inquiries about Kosenko and X volunteered- no inf or- J 
nation on this score- 
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JFK Exhibit F-530 


28 July 1964 

— JPK bAHiavT F'F30 — 


MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION 


SUBJECT: Use of NOSENKO Information in Tfarren^ 

Commission Report . 


PARTICIPANTS: Ur. Allen W. Dulles, Mr. J. Lee Rankin, 

and Ur. David Slawson of the Warren . 
Commission; Mr. Richard Helms, C/SR 

| and C/SR/CI _ . of 

CIA 

DATE: • 2 T July 1964 


PLACE: 


Offices of the Warren 'Commission : 


1. This discussion, following earlier ones on the' 
same subject, was called by Ml*. Rankin to discuss pro- 
posed drafts for inclusion or non-inclusion of NOS£NKO f s 
information in the report, of the Commission. Mr. Slawson 
had prepared a short memorandum with three attachments,, 
offering: alternative drafts. A copy of Mr. Slawson’s 
memo, which was an informal one and not for permanent Com 
mission records, is attached. 

2. Of these drafts, one (£2) names NOSENICO, admits 
he hud direct knowledge of Oswald’s case in the USSR and 
comments that his reliability is uncertain. Another- 0*3, 
parts 1 and 2) includes information from NOSENKO about 
Oswald which would be included in the report; NOSENKO is 
not named as the soarce. A third draft (#4) is for inclu 
sion in the Commission report if no NOSENKO information 
is used, explaining why certain information was not 
included in order to protect the Commission from later 
charges of having failed to use NOSENKO* s information. 
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2 . 

3. The CIA representatives thought that it would 
be undesirable to include any NOSENKO information in the 
report, and after some discussion, there was general agree 
ment on this view. The circumstances v/hich contributed 

to this conclusion are summarized here: 

a. NOSENKO is a KGB plant and may be publicly 
exposed as such some time after the appearance of 
the Commission * s report. CIA cannot at this time, 
however, evaluate the accuracy of what NOSENKO has 
reported on the Oswald case, nor the significance 
of his having reported it. 

b. Even without public discrediting of the 
source, specific aspects of NOSENKO ’s information 
are likely to lead to questions and doubts on the 
part of perceptive readers. 

c. Once NOSENKO is exposed as a KGB plant,*., 
there will arise the danger that his information 
will be mirror-read by the press and public, lead- 
ing to conclusions that the USSR did direct the 
assassination- 

d. The Agency’s greatest contribution to the 
resolution of the questions at hand would be to 
break NOSENKO and get the full story of how and why 
he was told to tell the story he did about Oswald. 
While we have no certainty that we can ever do 
this, if we are to succeed we need time and must 

in the meantime avoid creating pressures which 
might force us to release NOSENKO to the public 
domain. (Thcvo, articulate and plausible, ho would 
unquestionably be able to establish hirnsolf boyond 
hope or dislodging, since his story cannot easily^* 
be pierced even by trained specialists, much loss' 
by private citizens however intelligent.) The 
release of the fact that NOSENKO knew specifically 
about the Oswald case would, of course, create •' 

such pressure, and no hedging on source description* 
could protect his identity* . .. 

4. The Commission representatives, particularly Sir. 
Rankin, felt that some mention of NOSENKO might be inevit- 
able, at least when after the publication of its report, 


41-373 0 - 79-16 
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3. 

the press would ask the Commission about hint and whether 
he had had anything to contribute. Mr. Helms suggested 
that CIA could provide a number of Soviet intelligence 
deTe c t 6]”_t S'^TTy' the "CocimoTssTon , and tiie Co mm is sion 

could 'then report that ” def ectoFs7"~ in" "general wit h^ 
out naming^’OSENKO', "had* given information. It was agreed 
fHat~ x h e Agency" ha d“ a Ir ea<fy*^pr 6 v ideef "sue hT <3 eTecto r Tnior- 
mati on" m ITs p r e v i ‘6 us“r e port’ s~, and“"th at "wording" to this 
eTTec* t could" be worked “ info t h e ^onnnls sion's Draft £4, 
which was otherwis e q ui ,t jT suitabl e from the point of vie w 
of the Agencv and the Commissio n." At Mr. Helms’ sug- 
gestion, it was agreed that CIA would undertake to draft 
a few sentences to this effect. 

(Note: The proposed redraft of the Com- 

mission’s draft £4, consisting 
only of the addition of one sen- 
tence after the opening sentence, - . 

is also attached to this memorau— -- 
dura- ) fc • 

5. Mi*. Dulles and Mr. Rankin said that the Commis- 
sion’s report would be published in mid-September, rather 
than 8 August as estimated earlier. 

. 6. Mr. Dulles reported that a \ cor- - * 

respondent, had told him that a senior official of the 
Soviet Embassy in Washington, perhaps the Minister Coun— * 
selor, had told him two or three weeks ago that time 
Furtseva, then a member of the Presidium of the CC/CPSU, 
had interceded on Oswald’s behalf after the latter had 
been rejected by another Soviet agency, and as "Minister 
of Propaganda*' had supported him because the Soviets did 
not want tho adverse publicity — and hampering of future 
defections — which would accompany any refusal to accept 
him in tho USSR. j 

(Note: This story checks with part of 

NOSENKO’s, and like NOSENKO’s - 
story, is supported by an entry **'. * 
in Oswald’s "Historical Diary" 
to the effect that after his ' • 

. suicide attempt Oswald was 
handled by an entirely differ- 
ent set of people.) 
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4. 

7. Chief, SR/CIreported that, in response to the 
Commission’s request, we have tested, in the Soviet 
Embassies in Stockholm and Helsinki, the time required 
to get a Soviet tourist visa,, and find that 2-3 days is 
impossible and five days the apparent minimum in both 
places. In one, however, it was implied that shortage 
of hotel space might be a contributing factor, so these 
findings might not be valid for the month of October, 
when Oswald apparently got his visa in two or three days. 
We will submit a written report on this. 


Chief, SR/CI 


- Attachments : 
As Stated 
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JFK Exhibit F-533 
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as. we* cn 'old. obtain on OSWALD’S- reconstructed tirstahls far travel from 
London to Helsinki.'' The second attached item, dated 5L July X56ii, .‘y -- 
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Mr. Preyer. It has been a long afternoon and I imagine Mr. * 
Helms would be ready for a recess period. I think we are very close 
to finishing. We have one other member who wishes to ask ques- 
tions. I know you are anxious to finish. Would you prefer to take a 
10-minute recess at this time or would you like to attempt to finish 
up? 

Mr. Helms. If you don't mind, Mr. Chairman, I would like to go 
right along. I would like to finish if we possibly can as soon as we 
can. 

Mr. Preyer. The Chair recognizes Mr Sawyer. 

Mr. Helms. Good afternoon, Mr. Sawyer. 

Mr. Sawyer. Good afternoon, Ambassador. 

First I would like to clear up what I think was a combination of 
misstatements about what Mr. Hart testified to vis-a-vis Nosenko. 
He did not say that we should not believe the veracity of what 
Nosenko said. He said he believed that but that he felt, because of 
the size and com part mentalization of the KGB, he would not at all 
necessarily know whether they had contact with him or not, and 
for that reason I am quite puzzled with this combination of not 
having accepted the bona tides of Nosenko and yet putting him on 
the payroll as a consultant. 

How can you possibly get any value out of information supplied 
with someone when there is a belief or at least a strong possibility 
that he is a double agent, there for the specific purpose of deceiv- 
ing? 

Mr. Helms. Well, sir, this is the constant and continuing hazard 
in all intelligence work of this kind. There isn't a statement that is 
made by any defector that comes to the United States that goes 
unchecked. We take all the statements and then they are checked 
out and there is an effort made to find out if they are true and 
they are examined and research work is done on them, and so 
forth, because this is a very difficult and untidy problem, I am sad 
to say. And it is particularly untidy given the importance of the 
Nosenko case. 

I have been told he gave useful information to an agency of the 
U.S. Government about certain Soviet operations overseas and cer- 
tain information about the KGB. I can't personally attest to this, 
and I am sorry; but I believe that certain of high information was 
believed to be of value. 

Mr. Sawyer. It seems to me, looking at the facts of this thing 
here he was incarcerated under horrible conditions for a period of 
some 5 years or approximating 5 years, and then apparently the 
project was given up as not being able to resolve the question, at 
least to everyone's satisfaction. There are memorandums indicating 
it would be now a great catastrophe to release this man presum- 
ably after what had been done to him here in the country; it would 
be devastating if he talked much about it. There was even a memo- 
randum of the director of the Soviet bloc group or division, discuss- 
ing the possibilities of disposing of him and elaborating on that to 
mean either liquidation or drugging him to a point where he 
became incomprehensible so he couldn't tell anybody anything, or 
just putting him in an insane asylum and just throwing away the 
key apparently. 
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It would just seem to me after what you people did to Nosenko 
here in this country, without any color of law at all, that you really 
only had two choices: One was dispose of him as suggested 

Mr. Helms. That was never considered, Mr. Sawyer. 

Mr. Sawyer. Well, I am talking about what your division chief of 
the Soviet bloc wrote down that was being considered at least by 
him. 

Mr. Helms. He was the Deputy Division Chief and maybe he did 
write these things down, but I say these things were never brought 
to my attention, the suggestion was never made to me, this was 
never an option that was considered. 

Mr. Sawyer. You have testified about your considering assassi- 
nating people along with the Mafia. It is nothing new to you people 
apparently to assassinate somebody? 

Mr. Helms. That is your statement, Mr. Sawyer. 

Mr. Sawyer. Well, I thought that was what you have been 
testifying to here about willingly becoming a party to an assassina- 
tion either by syringe, by gun, or by poison pills of Castro. So once 
we get in the acceptance of that line, it doesn’t seem to me so out 
of line that would be one of the things you would consider, and 
apparently your deputy division chief did consider it. 

It seems to me the only other option would be to pay him off and 
handsomely enough so he would keep quiet about this when you let 
him go. You obviously couldn’t deport him very well at this point 
in time, and it just appears to me as I look at that it is perfectly 
plain that you exercised the option of paying him off. 

Do you dispute that? 

Mr. Helms. Yes; I dispute it. 

Mr. Sawyer. You said you paid over a period of time some half a 
million dollars, is about what it amounts to as I quickly add it up, 
both in lump-sum payments and in monthly stipends to a guy that 
the Agency never decided wasn’t, in fact, there to mislead it and 
give it false information. You paid that as a consultant and you say 
the motivation was not at all to pay him off. Is that your position? 

Mr. Helms. No, sir. I am counting 10. That is what my mother 
taught me to do under these circumstances. 

Mr. Sawyer. You are doing what? 

Mr. Helms. I am counting to 10. 

Mr. Sawyer. Well, I will be patient if it takes that long. 

Mr. Helms. The effort in Mr. Nosenko’s case and the only option 
that we had available to us in my opinion was to resettle him and 
give him a new identity and handle him in such a way he would 
have a chance to make a life for himself on the American scene. 

It has been 5 years since I had anything to do with his case. I 
don’t know what has been done to him since. 

Mr. Sawyer. You said you could not just put him out on welfare. 
What do we do with most immigrants that come in either from 
Indochina that are refugees or regularly admitted immigrants? We 
may provide them some educational help in the language, and that 
sort of thing, but we don’t pay them off. Here you are talking 
about sums of money that wouldn’t be mentionable in the same 
breath as welfare, and I just say as I look at this thing, taking all 
these facts you have testified to into account, it would just seem to 
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me on the face of it that it was a payoff. I am surprised to hear you 
deny it. 

Mr. Helms. I believe that under the Constitution you are entitled 
to your viewpoint and I am entitled to mine. 

Mr. Sawyer. Well, you did, in fact, plead guilty to having with- 
held information from the Senate committee, didn’t you? 

Mr. Helms. No, sir, I did not. 

Mr. Sawyer. I thought you had. 

Mr. Helms. I did not. I pleaded nolo contendere. 

Mr. Sawyer. So that you just don’t contest it, then, which is the 
legal equivalent of a plea of guilty, is that correct; except that it 
can’t be used as an admission against you in a civil case; right? 

Mr. Helms. I am not a lawyer, Mr. Sawyer. 

Mr. Sawyer. But I am sure you were advised by a lawyer before 
you entered a nolo contendere; were you not? 

Mr. Helms. I was advised by lawyers. 

Mr. Sawyer. Something else bothers me. When you put Nosenko 
into solitary you obviously intended to hold him a very long time; 
did you not? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t think that was the intention at the time. The 
intention was to hold him no longer than it took to find out 
whether he was bona fide or not or to satisfy ourselves on this. 

Mr. Sawyer. But you invested in building a whole separate vault 
and building around it, and so forth, for the purpose of accommo- 
dating Nosenko; did you not? 

Mr. Helms. I asked this morning if anybody from the committee 
had looked at the building. It was no vault, as I recollect it. I don’t 
think it was a very expensive building at all. 

Mr. Sawyer. Where was it located? 

Mr. Helms. It was located in Virginia. 

Mr. Sawyer. Was it on a military base? 

Mr. Helms. I believe those items are classifed, and I was told by 
the agency to go into executive session if you wanted to discuss 
this. 

Mr. Sawyer. Do they still use this? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. 

Mr. Sawyer. Was it ever used for anyone else other than 
Nosenko? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Sawyer. Apparently it was a reinforced steel box that was 
described by Mr. Hart as being like a bank vault, and he then 
described that a house had been built around it to accommodate 
the interrogating staff and guards, and what not, and then sur- 
rounded by a linked barbed-wire fence. 

You wouldn’t do that just to put somebody in it for a couple of 
months, would you? 

Mr. Helms. It would have depended on the circumstances. And 
after all, this was a very important case to us, so I would think the 
question of the amount of money that the installation cost really 
rarely came up. 

Mr. Sawyer. What was the purpose of moving him from what 
was apparently a secure place of confinement into this so-called 
safe house? What was the purpose of building another facility and 
moving him out of there into that? 
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Mr. Helms. I assume because those safe houses are much more 
complicated to administer, it take more guards, and things of that 
kind. I think there were practical considerations involved. 

Mr. Sawyer. Wouldn’t it be a fair deduction if you went to the 
trouble of building a separate facility of this type that it obviously 
was going to be quite a long-term incarceration if that is specifical- 
ly for what it was built? 

Mr. Helms. Well, I just said, sir, this was not the intention. The 
intention was to try to find out whether this man was bona fide 
and that was the objective, and when we had done that we would 
have let him loose and if this was a mistake in building this house, 
then I guess it was a mistake. 

Mr. Sawyer. You said, too, that you didn’t subject Nosenko to 
physical abuse. As I have both talked to Nosenko and listened to 
the CIA official spokesmen define it, it was a partial starvation, 
being subjected to cold weather without being provided a blanket, 
not being allowed fresh air during the heat of the summer for oyer 
a year. Don’t you consider that, just those items alone, as being 
physical torture actually? 

Mr. Helms, I cannot verify those items. I don’t know whether 
they are true or not. You have told me today they are true. 

Mr. Sawyer. You were the man in charge when he had been 
without any legal process or trial, just incarcerated in solitary 
confinement. You were in charge of the Agency that was doing 
that, weren’t you? 

Mr. Helms. I wasn’t in charge at that time. 

Mr. Sawyer. During part of that time you were. 

Mr. Helms. I became in charge later. Is there any evidence when 
I was Director these things happened to him? I didn’t know any- 
thing about it at the time. I hear conflicting stories about how he 
was treated. You’ll have to use your stories, I’ll use mine. 

Mr. Sawyer. Mr. McCone could have found out anything in the 
Agency that he wanted to find out. You said that right here, you 
remember? 

Mr. Helms. I said that. 

Mr. Sawyer. So I presume as one of the people in charge of this 
having occurred to the man, you could have found out anything 
about what was happening to him that you wanted to, couldn’t 
you? 

Mr. Helms. I never was told any tales 

Mr. Sawyer. Well, you knew he was in your custody? 

Mr. Helms. That is correct. 

Mr. Sawyer. And you never made any inquiry about what was 
happening to him over this 4- or 5-year period? 

Mr. Helms. Of course I did. 

Mr. Sawyer. Did you find out then what they were doing to him, 
what you were doing to him? 

Mr. Helms. I was never told of these details of his being kept in 
a room so hot he couldn’t stand it, or any of those things. Those 
were never brought to my attention and I never got those in 
answer to any inquiry. If this is the truth I am genuinely sorry 
about it, but I was not aware of it at the time. 

Mr. Sawyer. You said about Oswald when he came back from 
Russia that you wouldn’t have had really any particular jurisdic- 
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tion or interest because he was a marine. As I understand it, he 
had been discharged from the Marine Corps, and for how long a 
period of time does military service retain intelligence jurisdiction 
over a person? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t know. I really don’t. 

Mr. Sawyer. When you were interviewed apparently by a Mr. 
Lardner, George Lardner of the Washington Post after your excu- 
tive testimony here, you said in effect to him— the article is in the 
Washington Post of Thursday, August 10, referring to your appear- 
ance here on August 9: “Your questions are almost as dumb as the 
committee's.” 

Does that fairly reflect your personal opinion and attitude? 

Mr. Helms. I don’t recall talking to Mr. Lardner after the hear- 
ing the other time. I was chatting in the hall with a newspaperman 
around lunchtime. I don’t recall such an acerbic remark as that, 
and of course I withdraw it if I did make it. I never even saw the 
article, so it must have been the first edition of the Washington 
Post. The article I saw the next day didn’t have anything like that 
in it. It teaches you never to talk to the press. I mean that’s the 
only lesson, if they quoted me accurately. If they didn’t quote me 
accurately, then I shouldn’t have made off-the-cuff remarks. 

But I don’t feel that way. I think this inquisition has been 
admirably handled. 

Mr. Sawyer. If you didn’t read the article, let me give you the 
benefit of the applicable part of it. It says: 

Helms told reporters during a break that no one would ever know who or what 
Lee Harvey Oswald, named by the Warren Commission as Kennedy’s assassin, 
represented. Asked whether the CIA knew of any ties Oswald had with either the 
KGB or the CIA, Helms paused and with a laugh said, 1 don’t remember.’ Pressed 
on the point, he told a reporter, ‘Your questions are almost as dumb as the 
committee’s. 

You don’t recall any such statement? 

Mr. Helms. I recall an exchange about Oswald because I don’t 
think we are ever going to find out what Lee Harvey Oswald’s role 
was until we get the Russians’ KGB files. That is what I was 
referring to. 

Mr. Sawyer. You did allude to the representation in Mr. 
McCone’s letter or affidavit that there was no formal connection 
between Lee Harvey Oswald and the CIA. Did the use of the word 
formal intend to exclude any other type of relationship or contact? 

Mr. Helms. No, Mr. Sawyer. I am sorry. I was trying to use a 
short cut, I think. But in the documents I was given in preparation 
before this hearing the actual affidavit of Mr. McCone is there 
present and I think should be permitted to stand on its own feet. In 
other words, I would not want to say I was attempting to add or 
subtract from it. 

Mr. Sawyer. But there was no specific connotation? 

Mr. Helms. No, sir. I am sorry if in my effort to make a short 
sentence I didn’t go all through the various points that were made 
in there, because as I said earlier this afternoon, I never found the 
slightest evidence that the Agency had anything to do with Lee 
Harvey Oswald, and I was just hoping that maybe this hearing 
would put that rumor to rest. 
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Mr. Sawyer. In your long time with the Agency, have you ever 
known of any example where anything remotely similar to what 
was done to Nosenko was done to someone else here in this 
country? 

Mr. Helms. No; I know of no other case comparable, nor do I 
know of any case that confronted us where a man might have 
information having to do with the assassination of the President of 
the United States. 

The answer to your questions specifically is I know of no compa- 
rable case and I believe there never was one. 

Mr. Sawyer. Whereas I recognize your disclaimer of being a 
lawyer, you certainly know that the police, even with the assassin 
himself, could never have done anything like this, would never 
have been permitted to do anything like this. You understand 
people’s rights enough for that, don’t you? 

Mr. Helms. Oh, yes, I understand people’s rights. 

Mr. Sawyer. Holding a man in solitary confinement under these 
kinds of conditions without a trial and subjecting him to both 
physical and mental torture — even with an assassin himself. 

There is no way the laws of our country permit that kind of 
thing. You knew that, didn’t you? 

Mr. Helms. Well, I rather thought that the legal status of Mr. 
Nosenko in those days was in a very gray area and if I am wrong 
about it I wish you would correct me now, Mr. Sawyer, because I 
am prepared to be corrected. 

Mr. Sawyer. Well, he was a human being, wasn’t he? 

Mr. Helms. I believe so. 

Mr. Sawyer. You know in most States even treating an animal 
like this will land you in jail. 

I have no further questions. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Preyer. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Dodd. 

Mr. Dodd. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Helms, you made a point earlier in your testimony today 
with regard to the testimony of Mr. Hart before this committee. 
You commented on the fact that he didn’t really share with us any 
specific knowledge about the substance of our inquiry; that is, in 
connection with whatever connection there may have been between 
the KGB and Lee Harvey Oswald, and to that extent what informa- 
tion the Agency had with regard to that specific information. 

I have to agree. In fact, Mr. Hart mentioned here that he had 
stated specifically to the Agency that if he were to be expected to 
talk about Lee Harvey Oswald, then it was pointless of the Agency 
to send him up here because he had no intention of talking about 
Lee Harvey Oswald. 

If this committee were to ask you who would be a good witness 
or several good witnesses that we could talk to either presently 
employed at the Agency or former employees of the Agency who 
could shed additional light on that particular aspect of our investi- 
gation, who would you suggest? 

Mr. Helms. I would suggest the Chief of the Soviet Bloc Division 
and the Deputy Chief who have been maligned here. I think they 
might come before this committee and answer for themselves as to 
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the reasons behind the way the interrogation was conducted. I 
think that would be good for openers. 

Mr. Dodd. Who are these people again? I am sorry. 

Mr. Helms. The gentlemen who were Chief and Deputy Chief of 
the Soviet Bloc Division at the time of the Nosenko interrogation. 

Mr. Dodd. Could I go back a minute. Counsel asked you some 
questions about this 201 file that existed on Lee Henry Oswald, I 
believe. 

Mr. Helms. That is right. 

Mr. Dodd. There is some confusion I think in the committee's 
mind as to how that file was opened. What kind of file is it? What 
is a 201 file? 

Mr. Helms. It is nothing but a personality file. We might open a 
file — we get pieces of paper like this and if they refer to Christo- 
pher Dodd, we would open a file on Christopher Dodd. They just 
happen to be called a 201 file because we had a numbering cate- 
gory files of different kinds used in different parts of the Agency. 
There is no arcane significance at all; it is just a number. It might 
have been called 5-type flies or X-type files. 

Mr. Dodd. You said it takes something to trigger it? 

Mr. Helms. Yes, it takes a form like this to be filled out. 

Mr. Dodd. I wanted to get clear in my own mind. Can you tell 
the committee what it was specifically that triggered the opening 
of the 201 file on Lee Henry Oswald? 

Mr. Helms. I don't know what happened, sir, I don't know how 
they got the name wrong. I have no idea any more, if I ever knew. 
I don't know whether it was a clerical error, a mistake, or just 
what. I recognize in 1978 when you look back 15 years, Lee Harvey 
Oswald was not a household name. It may have been somebody 
thought it was Henry and read it wrong and it was Harvey. But I 
think it got straightened out very quickly, at the time of the 
dissemination of reports to the Government when he visited the 
Soviet and Cuban consulates in Mexico City. 

Mr. Dodd. Mr. Chairman, may I request that we suspend for a 
couple of minutes. 

I think I can get down to the bottom line very quickly. The mere 
existence of a 201 file does not suggest in any way, does it, that the 
person who is the subject of a 201 file is in any manner, shape or 
form an employee, agent, operative of the Agency? 

Mr. Helms. No, sir; it does not. It simply is a device for holding 
information. When an individual gets into special categories of 
relationships with the Agency, then the whole file business is 
changed. 

Mr. Dodd. So the existence of a 201 file on Lee Henry— or Lee 
Harvey Oswald in the Agency would in no way indicate that he is 
in fact a paid employee of the Agency? 

Mr. Helms. It means absolutely nothing. As a matter of fact, 
there were flies in the Agency on Congressmen and Senators, but 
they had newspaper clippings. If you are going to file a newspaper 
clipping, you have to put it someplace. 

Mr. Dodd. Fine. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Helms. Thank you for making that point of clarification, Mr. 
Dodd. 
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Mr. Preyer. Thank you. I have no questions. 

I think the ground has been very thoroughly covered. 

I do just want to take my few minutes to make a brief statement 
about the hearings that we have had today and yesterday. I think 
the past 2 days of testimony have shown the CIA did things 15 
years ago or so which shock us, sometimes shock us profoundly 
today. 

I had someone at the luncheon recess conclude from this testi- 
mony that America is a lawless society because one of our institu- 
tions broke the law some years ago. Well, this is certainly not a 
lawless society. Russia is a lawless society, where a handfull of 
people control things and where you cannot change it unless a 
revolution or a war comes along. 

I think the past few days' hearings here have indicated that we 
can change things. The kind of testimony Mr. Hart of the CIA 
gave, criticizing his own institution, your testimony today, it is 
impossible to conceive of a KGB agent, for example, ever admitting 
that anything they did 15 years ago was wrong. 

I don t think it was wrong to bring out these horrors of the past. 
I think the old adage that “the truth can make you free" is true 
here. The truth about these things, I think, will free up the CIA 
from past mistakes and it will free up all of us. And that is the 
second point I want to make. 

I think when we view these actions of some time ago today, we 
have to realize that at that time when these acts were committed 
there was a national consensus that this Nation's security was in 
peril. So I think we would want to be very careful how we make 
retroactive scapegoats. 

There are those who betrayed one trust, their trust of office, the 
trust of power; but they did so to preserve another trust, the trust 
of national security. 

In all of these hearings, Mr. Helms, in all of the inquiry situa- 
tions that you have been subjected to lately, I don't think anyone 
has ever suggested that you ever betrayed that other trust, of the 
national security. I think in judging the actions of individuals in 
the past, we want to consider who it was who called up those 
actions. In large measures, the American people at that time were 
calling up these measures out of fear that our national security 
was in peril. 

Mr. Helms, we appreciate your being here with us today and 
answering all of these questions. 

At the conclusion of the testimony of our witnesses, we allow 
each witness 5 minutes to make any statements that he may 
choose to make. You have testified at some length today, but if 
there is any matter you wish to clear up, any statement you wish 
to make, we will be glad to hear from you at this time. 

Mr. Helms. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Well, I would like to say I deeply appreciate the remarks you 
have just made at the conclusion of this hearing. I thank you for 
them. I thank you for your courtesy as chairman. I have no other 
comments. 

Mr. Preyer. If there is no further business today, the committee 
stands recessed until 9 o’clock Monday morning. 

[Whereupon, at 4:20 p.m., the hearing was adjourned, the com- 
mittee to reconvene on Monday, September 25, 1978, at 9 a.m.] 
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INVESTIGATION OF THE ASSASSINATION OF 
PRESIDENT JOHN F. KENNEDY 


MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 1978 

House of Representatives, 

Select Committee on Assassinations, 

Washington , D.C. 

The select committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 9:15 a.m., 
in room 345, Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Louis Stokes 
(chairman of the select committee) presiding. 

Members present: Representatives Stokes, Devine, Preyer, 
McKinney, Fauntroy, Sawyer, Ford, Fithian, and Edgar. 

Staff present: G. Robert Blakey, chief counsel and staff director; 
I. Charles Mathews, special counsel; Kenneth Klein, assistant 
deputy chief counsel; Michael Goldsmith, senior staff counsel; 
Robert Genzman, staff counsel; Ms. Jacqueline Hess, chief re- 
searcher, and Ms. Elizabeth Berning, chief clerk. 

Chairman Stokes. The committee will come to order. 

At this time I would like to make brief opening remarks. 

This morning, the Select Committee on Assassinations begins a 
final week of public hearings on the death of President John F. 
Kennedy. As I indicated when the committee opened its public 
hearings on September 6, 1978, the committee has identified three 
main issues to investigate in order to fulfill its legislative mandate, 
which is found in House Resolution 222. 

First, who assassinated President Kennedy? 

Second, how well did the agencies perform? 

Third, did the assassin or assassins have assistance, that is, was 
there a conspiracy? 

In the past several weeks, the committee's hearings have moved 
through two general phases. First, evidence was received on the 
facts and circumstances surrounding the President's death and the 
connection, if any, between those facts and circumstances and the 
alleged assassin, Lee Harvey Oswald. Second, an effort has been 
made to evaluate the performance of the various Federal agencies, 
Secret Service, the FBI, the CIA, and the Warren Commission. 

Today, and the rest of this concluding week, the committee will 
hear evidence focused directly on the third question: Was there a 
conspiracy? 

But let me first make one point explicit. The committee will be 
hearing testimony this week dealing with what the committee has 
found. In presenting this evidence to the committee, the staff will 
not be trying to prove or disprove any particular theory. The 
purpose of these hearings is not to try to establish or refute partic- 
ular theories, but to consider the evidence available on the various 
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points. That evidence may either prove it, disprove it, or be insuffi- 
cient to make a judgment either way. Nevertheless, because these 
hearings are legislative in character, and not a judicial trial, the 
committee has a duty to make what it has learned public, even if it 
falls short of what everyone might wish to know on the crucial 
question: Was there a conspiracy involved in the assassination of 
President Kennedy? 

Let me make another point. The evidence that the committee 
has heard in these past several weeks — and will hear this week — in 
fact bears on more than one question. For example, when the 
committee heard testimony dealing with its neutron activation 
analysis project, the results dealt with the question to whose gun 
the bullets found in the car and at Parkland Hospital might be 
linked, the performance of the FBI in conducting such tests in 
1964, and the possibility that more than one assassin may have 
fired at President Kennedy. In fact, the committee will have held 
17 days of hearings on each of the three key questions, even though 
the principal focus of a particular phase of the hearings or of an 
individual day may have been some aspect of one of these ques- 
tions. Let me say it another way. Although these hearings have 
been structured in an organized fashion, we have not compartmen- 
talized them in a restrictive way, as if to indicate this is only 
conspiracy week, last week was only agency performance week, 
and so on. As I said, in each day of hearings we are attempting to 
settle all three questions in our mandate. 

Let me make another important point. It may be helpful for 
those following our hearings if something is also said here about 
the quality and quantity of evidence available to the committee as 
it has moved through each of these three phases of its deliberations 
and the need to recognize how to use each kind of evidence. In 
general, during the first phase of our hearings— what happened in 
Dallas — the committee has had available to it the hard stuff of 
science. The quality and quantity of the evidence available to the 
committee was, therefore, unusually high. As the committee turned 
to assessing the performance of the agencies, less scientific evi- 
dence was available to the committee, and it was necessary to rely 
more on documents and human memories, principally those of 
public officials. Now, as the committee's attention turns directly to 
the question of conspiracy, it will be necessary to move further 
away from the hard evidence of science and documents and con- 
sider more and more oral testimony. We do have available to us 
the aid of science and documents here, but the shifting nature of 
the balance ought to be explicitly noted and commented on. Those 
who follow our hearings must, therefore, recognize the difference 
in the quality and quantity of the evidence available to resolve 
issues in this most difficult area. Human perception and memory, 
to say nothing of bias or motive to lie, sharply qualify human 
testimony, making it less reliable than scientific analysis or docu- 
ments written, not for litigation, but as an accurate record of 
actual events. 

Granted, when we examine conspiracy, science has something to 
say, and documents are available to us. But much of our delibera- 
tions this week will depend on recorded conversations. While they 
may well be reliable, they must be carefully interpreted, lest erro- 
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neous conclusions be drawn from them. I would note that we are 
also dealing in many instances with remembrances now 15 years 
old, so 1 would caution that great discrimination is required in 
making final judgments. 

Finally, those who follow our hearings might also find helpful 
some comment about the law of conspiracy and the special difficul- 
ties associated with its proof. Mr. Justice Holmes once succinctly 
defined a conspiracy as “a partnership in criminal purposes.” That 
definition serves well enough here. Unless evidence is adduced, 
from which “a partnership in criminal purposes” can be inferred, a 
conspiracy cannot be said to exist. A suspicion suspected must 
always be distinguished from a fact found. 

Let me say concretely what 1 mean. Basically, the Warren Com- 
mission concluded that Lee Harvey Oswald was the lone assassin of 
President Kennedy because it concluded that he was a loner. In 
short, because he had no significant associations, it was not possi- 
ble, the Commission found, to conclude that there was a conspiracy 
involved in the assassination. What the Warren Commission right- 
ly recognized was that conspiracy is first rooted in association. But 
no association, no conspiracy. 

Because the Commission concluded there was no association, it 
was not forced to deal with the difficult questions posed by evi- 
dence of conspiracy, for it is a fundamental principle of American 
law that guilt cannot be inferred from association alone. To be 
sure, conspirators seldom shout their intentions from the roof tops 
or publish their thoughts in the newspaper. Conspiracy must, 
therefore, usually be inferred from circumstantial evidence: associ- 
ations, plus. But herein lies the difficulty in all conspiracy investi- 
gations, whether they are trials or legislative hearings dealing with 
conspiracy questions. 

Mr. Justice Jackson once observed of conspiracy trials: 

A defendant in a conspiracy trial occupies an uneasy seat. There generally will be 
evidence of wrongdoing by somebody. It is difficult for the individual to make his 
own case stand on its own merits in the minds of jurors who are willing to believe 
that birds of a feather flock together. If he is silent, he is taken to admitting and if, 
as it often happens, codefendants can be prodded into * * * contradicting each 
other, they convict each other. 

What Mr. Justice Jackson said about a conspiracy trial applies 
even more strongly in the context of a congressional hearing. As I 
mentioned in my opening statement, these proceedings are not a 
criminal trial. There is no indictment, and there is no defendant. 
There is no prosecutor, and there is no defense counsel. The 
normal rules of evidence do not apply. Because none of the ele- 
ments are here present, a special burden is imposed on this com- 
mittee as evidence is introduced before it, and on those who follow 
our proceedings, not to take the evidence so introduced beyond 
what it fairly establishes or to sensationalize it. 

This caution is particularly apt when evidence of association is 
introduced. I repeat: Conspiracy is founded in association, but more 
than association is required to establish conspiracy. Reasoning that 
guilt goes hand in hand with association — the principle of guilt by 
association — is to be abhorred in a free society. Let me give two 
examples of just how that mode of reasoning can be misused: 
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Jacqueline Kennedy, the President's wife, had a passing ac- 
quaintanceship with George DeMohrenschildt, a friend of Lee 
Harvey Oswald. 

Would anyone seriously suggest that because Jacqueline Kenne- 
dy was somehow associated with Lee Harvey Oswald that she was, 
therefore, somehow involved in the assassination? 

The Volkswagen was a centerpiece in Hitler's Nazi Germany. It 
was to be the people's car, a proud product of national socialism. 
Today, thousands of Americans drive Volkswagens. 

Would anyone seriously suggest that by so doing they have 
become somehow associated with the aims and goals of Nazi Ger- 
many? 

I would caution, therefore, those who follow our hearings or read 
our record, evaluate the evidence that we will hear this week as 
carefully as the committee itself will, reserve judgment until all 
the evidence is in, and do not reach conclusions beyond what the 
evidence itself fully justifies. Anything else would be bad logic. It 
could only lead to what none can easily contemplate: more suspi- 
cion and doubt in an area already much too much troubled. It 
would also be unfair to all concerned. 

The committee calls Mr. McNally. 

Mr. McNally, you have previously been sworn in this hearing 
and the Chair would admonish you that you are still under that 
oath. 

Mr. McNally. Yes, sir. 

FURTHER TESTIMONY OF JOSEPH McNALLY 

Chairman Stokes. The Chair recognizes Mr. Ken Klein, counsel 
for the committee. 

Mr. Klein. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McNally, you testified before the committee on Thursday, 
September 14; is that correct? 

Mr. McNally. I did. 

Mr. Klein. What is your occupation? 

Mr. McNally. I am an examiner of questioned documents, that 
is more commonly referred to as a handwriting expert. 

Mr. Klein. Are you testifying today as a representative of the 
handwriting panel? 

Mr. McNally. I am. 

Mr. Klein. What would you estimate to be the total number of 
documents examined by the members of the panel during the 
course of your careers as questioned document examiners? 

Mr. McNally. I would judge somewhere in the tens of thou- 
sands. 

Mr. Klein. Could you approximate for us the total combined 
years of experience that the three members of the panel have as 
questioned documents examiners? 

Mr. McNally. Considering the other two are contempories of 
mine, I would assume we have more than 100 years' experience. 

Mr. Klein. Is each person's handwriting unique to that person? 

Mr. McNally. It is. 

Mr. Klein. Mr. Chairman, I would ask that the document JFK 
F-399 be received as a committee exhibit and shown to the witness. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, it may be received and 
made a part of the record at this point. 

[Whereupon, JFK exhibit F-399 was received.] 
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JFK Exhibit F-399 
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deMohrenschildt Photo Committee P-183 May 1963 

F-184 . 

F-382 (blowup) 



Location Committee Date Item 
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Mr. Klein. Mr. McNally, do you recognize that document? 

Mr. McNally. I do. 

Mr. Klein. Does that document contain a listing of all the docu- 
ments examined by the panel that were allegedly written or signed 
by Lee Harvey Oswald? 

Mr. McNally. It does. 

Mr. Klein. Mr. Chairman, at this time I would ask that the 
documents marked JFK F-478 through JFK F-510 be received as 
committee exhibits and shown to the witness. 

I should state for the record these documents are either the 
originals or the best existing copy of the documents listed on JFK 
F-399 and were obtained from the Navy Department, the Archives, 
the committee offices, and the FBI. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, they may be entered and 
made part of the record at this point. 

[Whereupon, JFK exhibits F-478 through F-510 were received.] 
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JFK Exhibit F-478 


RECORD or EMERGENCY DAI 

■U INSTRUCTION* OM REVERSE BEFORE MARINO INT«(U 


1. DESIGNATOR 5 LAST NAME-FIRST NAME — MJOGLE NAME 

OSWALD, Lee Ha rvey 

L SERVICE NO. 

1G53Z3C 

1 GRADE OR RATE 4. SERVICE 

Pvt race 

1 MARITAL STATUS A. FULL NAME OF SPOUSE # 

Hot Married 

7. ADDRESS atrttt, dtg, tout, and Slats) 

| i* CHILDREN {L/9t *«c h child 0 / mnj tnarrim&m. If non#, #0 •fat#) 

FIRST NAME— MtOOLI NAME— LAST NAME 

ADORES* 

MARITAL STATUS 

SEX 

DATE OF BIRTH 

None 





E NAME OF £7] FATHER OR QJ MALE GUARDIAN 

Robert E. Lee OSWALD 

H. ADDRESS IF LIVING— IF DECEASED SO STATE 

Deceased 

It. NAME OF (2 MOTHER OR GuAROIAH 

Marguerite (jiaverie) OSWALD 

IE ADDRESS IF LIVING— IF DECEASED SO STATE 

4935 Ccllinwood St., Fort 'Worth, Texas 

IN THE EVENT THAT 1 AM NOT SURVIVED 8Y A SPOUSE OR ELIGIBLE CHILD 1 DESIRE THAT PAYMENT CE 6 MONTHS* DEATH GRATUITY BE MADE TO 
THE RELATIVE SHOWN BELOW. (Th« imm a/ /« ih*r or mother mart 6* rapaattd it it it datirad that ha or aha racaira papmaat) 

u. first name— middle name— last name 

bargee rite OSWALD 

14. RELA1T0NSHIP 

Mother 

11 ADDRESS 

4936 Collinwood St., Fort Worth, Texas 

IL ALTERNATE RELATIVE 

John Edvrard PIC 

n. RELATIONSHIP 

Step- 

Brother 

IS. ADDRESS 

4936 Collinvood St., Fort Worth* Texas 

| 1». IN THE EVENT THAT 1 AM LISTED AS MISSING OR OTHER MILITARY CIRCUMSTANCES PREVENT As£ FROM TRANSMITTING FUNDS TO MT CEPENDEXTS. IT IS MY DESIRE THAT 

FIRST SAME— MIDDLE NAME — LAST NAME 

l *arguerite OSWALD 

RELATIONSHIP 

Mother 

ADDRESS 

4936 Collin-wood St., Fort Worth, Texas 

RECEIVE EACH MONTH 
100 

PERCENT OF MY PAY 

| ZD. 1 REQUEST THE FOLLOWING COMMERCIAL INSURANCE COMPANIES BE OFFICIALLY NOTIFIED IN CASE OF MT DEATH IN ACTIVE SERVICE | 

NAME OF COMPANY 

ADDRESS OF HOME OFFICE 

POLICY NO. 

None 

' 


41. DESIGNATION OR CHANGE OF BENEFICIARY— SERVICEMEN S IKCEVNiTY (FLU. JM Con,.) 

(Doo not optrott oj a or ef Jiff tfbratfieisrf of xn f iiuurcKC cwtfrec;* luiud ft, UalUd Slats* Gartnmant) 

CFPRtNaFAL AND CONTINGENT BENEFICIARIES. IF ANY. UNDER SERVICEMEN S INDEMNITY ACT OF ITS. ARE HEREBY CANCELED. A NO IT IS DIRECTED 
THAT SAID INDEMNITY BE PAID TO: 

NAME 

RELATIONSHIP 

SHARE OP. AMOUNT TO EACH BENEFICIARY 

Marguerite OSWALD 

Mother 

Full Amount 

WITNESSED BY (Sifnatar* o» att copkj) 



SIGNATURE Of SERVKEMAN (Sifn 11 copter) XI f 

'is*- 

GRADE OR PATE Of WITNESS^ 

Captain f 

— 1 '* ■ ’ -v — * 


SERVICE NO. 

05203? 

DATE SIGNED * y 

24 October 1<&6 


dd , 93 r Kjpliru DD Form to. 1 Jul JO. which may bo umJ. 


JFV\ F- *V18 



(Items for which, no instructions are printed below art self-erpU >mtory) " 


This form will be completed and maintained current by 
all officer and enlisted personnel in accordance with Navy: 
BuPers Manual Art B-2312; Marine Corps Manual Par 
11223; USCG Pers Cir No. 30-50; AFR 35-38; ANGR 35-38. 

All Items must be completed. In the event you, the desig- 
nator, become a casualty the persons named in items 6, 8, 
9, and 11 will be notified. If notification is not desired due. 
to health or other reason state in remarks. If there are no 
living relatives, the name and address of a friend may 
be entered in remarks. Continue any item in remarks if 
necessary. 

Item i . — Enter one of the following: USN, USNR, USMC, 
USMCR. USCG, USCGR, USAF (f or Air Force add “Res" 
or "AS'G” at appropriate only if not in active military 
service). 

Item 5 . — Enter single, married, widowed, divorced, or 
legally separated. 

Item e. — Spouse to whom alimony or support is legally 
payable must be shown even if divorced or legally separated. 

Items 9 and II . — If the person entered is in the class of 
guardian, indicate whether stepparent, foster parent, loco 
parentis, guardian, or adoptive parent. 

Items IS and 16 <— If you do not desire to designate anyone 
enter "I decline to designate any person to receive this pay” 
in your own handwriting. Only designated relatives are 
eligible to receive payment without proof of dependency. 

Item 19 . — The “Missing Persons Act” provides that pay 
and allowances continue to accrue to the pay account of any 
service member for the period he is missing or captured and 
may be paid to thi dependents for support. This item reflects 
your desires and is used as a guide in disposition of your pay. 
Allotments to dependents and insurance companies initiated 
prior to entering a missing status are continued in effect 
unless unusual circumstances indicate changes. 

Item *0.-*-Completion of this item will insure that insur- 
ance companies listed are promptly notified when necessary. 
Accuracy in entering policy numbers will facilitate prompt 
settlement. 


Item £1 . — The indemnity is payable only to persona within 
the following classes: 

(1) Spouse (h us band or wife). i 

(2) Children , — The term “children" includes natural 
children, stepchildren, adoptive children- Illegitimate 
children are included only if designated. 

(3) Parents . — The term “parents" includes natural 
parents, stepparents, adoptive parents or persons who 
stood in loco parentis to the insured at any time prior to 
entry into the active service for a period of not less than 
one year. Unless designated otherwise by the serviceman 
the term “parent” includes only the mother and father 
who last bore that relationship to the serviceman. 

(4) Brothers and sisters.— The terra "brothers and sis- 
ters” includes those of the half blood and those through 
adoption. 

If the designated beneficiary or beneficiaries do not survive 
the insured, or if none has been designated, the indemnity 
will be paid to tbe first eligible class of beneficiaries accord- 
ing to the order set forth above and in equal shares if the 
class is composed of more than one person. If this order is 
In accord with your wishes state "No Designation.” If the 
order is not in accord with your wishes you should name the 
person or persons in the class to receive the indemnity. Any 
person so named will be considered a principal beneficiary 
unless specifically designated as a contingent. 

DISPOSITION INSTRUCTIONS 

Navy: Original to BuPers, Washington 25, D. C. Attn.: 
Casualty Branch. 

Duplicate — same as original. 

Triplicate — file in service record at duty station. 
Marine Corps: See Marine Corps Manual Par 11223. 

Coast Guard: See Personnel Circular No. 30-50. 

Arx Force: See AFR 35-38 or ANGR 35-38. 
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U. HOME or RECORD AT TWI or LNUJTMSjrr 


anr cm towr 


4936 Colllnwood Strset Fort Worth Tarrant Texas 


fl HMM AT moot uata (C*T, etarntw. SMt) 


a cornua maur 

am (if •»«) 

USMC RS Dallas. Texas 

m 

°ctober 

H 

None 



ENTREES A3 TO PREVIOUS SERVICE 


U. DAT! EMJ3TD 

IX DATS DtSCHAROCO 

ML RXASCM 

17. THU LOST 

u. sramcm or 
satvex 

ta aomcanoi 

■l Trrt or 
OtSOUJtCt 

nm 

cmjm 


i 























































a. we to swoi aiunm ce n. nuniunu 

" amwi116 Pvt TO USMC RDet>, San Die so, California 


S3. Examining Surgeon’s Certificate. (This certification no longer used.) 

24 For and in consideration of the pay or wages due in the grades which may from time to time be assigned me during the contin- 
uance of my service, I do hereby acknowledge to have voluntarily enlisted in the oru^Cl^ynited States Marina Corps 

(gfr ^ ce^ivfarta&rCrcrgt, as a private.^and I agree to and with fa ^ . 


an officer of the United States Marine Corps (ReiaweXai follows: 


M nerrfti»t rfimy 


25. To enter the service of the United States Marine Corps and to report to such post or station of the Marine Corps as I may 
be ordered to join, and to the utmost of my power and ability discharge my several service* or duties and be in everything con- 
formable and obedient to the several requirements and lawful commands of the officers who may be placed over me. 


26, I oblige and subject myself to serve un- 
less sooner discharged by proper authority 


JL 




to 


27. In the event of war or national emergency declared by the President to exist during my term of service, I oblige and subject 
myself to serve until 6 months after the end of that war or national emergency If so required by the Secretary of the Navy 
unless I voluntarily reenlist or extend my enlistment. 

28. I am of legal ago to enlist; I have never been found guilty of a crime except as stated by me to the recruiting officer; I have 
never deserted from any of the Armed Force* of the United States, and have never been discha r ged therefrom for any reason 
other than recorded herein. 


22. I understand that upon enlistment in the Reserve 0 / the United States Marine Corps, or upon transfer or saaframent thereto. 
I may not be ordered to active duty without my consent except in time of war, or when in the opinion of the President a national 
emergency existi, or when otherwise prescribed by law, and that I may be required to perform active duty during such periods. 

80. I HAVE HAD THIS CONTRACT FULLY EXPLAINED TO ME. I UNDERSTAND IT. AND CERTIFY THAT NO 
PROMISE OF ANY KIND HAS BEEN MADE TO ME CONCERNING ASSIGNMENT TO DUTY. OB PROMOTION 
DURING MY ENLISTMENT. 

II. Oath of Enlistment? I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will bear free faith and allegiance fa Hia (failed States of America; 
that I will serve them honestly and fc-thfslly against all their enemies whomsoever; and that I will obey tha orders of tho President 
of the United States asd the orders of tha officers appointed over me, according fa regulations end tha Uniform Coda of Military 
Jostles. Asd I da farther swoar (or affirm) that all statements made by me, os sow given In this record, are correct. 


nh^^lr^b 




of Military, 


Subscribed and sworn to before mo tins 24t.h 


I AMO RAW or 


_ day of _jQctober_ 


* A. D. 


j-pr. 




k 
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23 . Examining Surgeon's Certificate. (This certification no longer used.) 

24. For and in consideration of the pay or wages due in the grades which may from time to time be assigned me during the contin- 

uance of my service, I do hereby acknowledge to have voluntarily enlisted in the (sirtis ont) (1) United States Marine Corps 
flQJjasstya ; f the as a private, and I agree to and with — JC/JiS , 

arl heCorp^ tF ^ ^jg]^ as follows; «*'— * <&c*) 

25 To enter the service of the United States Karine Corps and to report to such post ot station of the Marine Corps as I may 
be ordered to join, and to the utmost of my power and ability discharge my several services or duties and be in everything con- 
formable and obedient to the several requirements and lawful co mm ands of the officers who may be placed over me. 


26. I oblige and subject myself to serve un- 
less sooner discharged by proper authority 




(WH mmd to 

M to rpjHicnmt'M 

I mvfwrittoff.) 


27 In the event of wer or national emergency declared by the President to exist during my term of service, I oblige nnd subject 
myself to serve until 6 months after the end of that war or national emergency if so required by the Secretary of the Navy 
nnlpq.* I voluntarily reenlist or extend my enlistment. 

28 I am of legal age to enlist; I have never been found guilty of a crime except as stated by me to the recruiting officer; I have 
never deserted from any of the Armed Forces of the United States, and have never been discharged therefrom for any reason 
other than recorded herein. 


29. I understand that upon enlistment In the Reserve of the United States Marine Corps, or upon transfer or assignment thereto. 
I may not be ordered to active duty without my consent except in time of war, or when in the opinion of the President a national 
emergency exists, or when otherwise prescribed by law, and that I may be required to perform active duty during such periods. 

80. I HAVE HAD THIS CONTRACT FULLY EXPLAINED TO ME. I UNDERSTAND IT, AND CERTIFY THAT NO 
PROMISE OF ANY KIND HAS BEEN MADE TO ME CONCERNING ASSIGNMENT TO DUTY, OR PROMOTION 
DURING r ‘ ENLISTMENT. 
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JFK Exhibit F-481 


LOYALTY CERTIFICATE FOR PERSONNEL OF THE ARMED FORCES 

I. PROVISIONS. The Department of Defemte hat the authority to establish procedural implementing the nntionJ policy relating to 
loyalty of persons entering on duty trith the Armed Forcei. This has hsen determined hj proper authority t* include restrictions as to 
Certain i tender ds of conduct and membership in, or sympathetic association with, certain organisations. 

STANDARDS OF CONDUCT 


I. Conduct which may b« considered as dstabltshitiR reasonable 

f ; rounds for imposing appropriate penalties shall include but is not 
imited to, one or more of the following: 

(a) Sabotage, eipionxpv, or itteenpu of preparations therefor, or intimate and 
»> mpithttic association* with or voluntary summer to persona who the 
Sublets of mvewigitioo haa ttaaonible cause to believe may be apiea or 
sabot tan. 

<*> Treason, sedition. o« wtitinjn and arts which can reasonably be con- 
sidered as intended to rncourjgt seditious or treasonable opiniocu or 

MEMBERSHIP IN OR ASSOCIATION 

2. Associations which may be considered as establishing reason- 
able grounds for imposing appropriate penalties include but are not 
limited to membership in, affiliation with, or sympathetic associa- 
tion with, any foreign or domestic organization, association, move- 
ment, group or combination of persons having the following 
characteristics: 

(e) Which practices, seeks to practice. Of advocate* either: 

(l) Denial, to any person, group of persons, or class of persona within 
the United State* oe territory subject to its jurisdiction, of any right 
oe rights which the Federal Constitution guarantees or protect I 
against encroachment by cither or both Federal and State Govern- 


(r) Advocacy of minion oe of lores oe violence so alter the entwine rontei- 
national (arm of government of the United Sow*; advocacy of i evolu- 
tion oc of force m violence to bring about e co nomic, political, oe social 

If) Intentional unsmbocised disclomru SO any person under (Irtvntttistn 
which may i ndicate disloyally to the Unwed Starrs, of documents oe 
iofocasanon of a daniltd oc non public character. 

(e) Acting, art erupting to act, oc knowingly (ailing to act when sack coo- 
dun is calculated ao serve the interests of a nother government in prefer- 
axt to the i at to ta a of the United States o f Amenta. 

WITH CERTAIN ORGANIZATIONS 

manta when such denial it att em pt e d by fora, violence, or intltaeda- 
exoo, sr, 

(J) Alteration of tbs raining (orm of gc i esenmi n t of (he United Stales 
oc territory adject to its jurisdiction, oc of tbe ex tiling economic, 
social, oc political order within it whan such alteration it through 
m with ike aid of force, violence, oe intimidation. 

If) Which is diactoaed by invettigatioo. or i a designated by (he Attorney 
General of the United Stairs to be totalitarian, fascist, communist, or sub- 
versive, oe is having adopted a policy of advocating oc approving the 
commission of acts of force or violence to deny persons their rights under 
the Constitution «f the United States, oc as seeking to alter the form of 
government of the United States by unconstitutional means regardless of 
practice, advocacy, or non advocacy of any of (be Rent set forth in 1 It) 
and 1 <i> sbovo. 


J. Organizations designated by- the Attorney General, pursuant to Executive Order 104 SO, are listed below: 


Communist Party. U. 5. A., its subdivisions, aub- 
sidisiiei and affiliates. 

Communist Political Association, its subdivisions, 
subsidiaries and affiliates, including — 
Alabama People's Educational Association. 
Florida Tress and Educational Leiput. 

Oklahoma League for Political Education. 
People's Educational and Press Association of 

Virginia League for People's Education, 

Voung Communist League. 

Abraham Lincoln Brigade. 

Abraham Lincoln School, Chicago. Illinois. 
Action Committee tn Free Spain Now. 

American Association for Reconstruction in Yugo- 
slavia, Inc. 

American Branch of the Federation of Greek Mari- 
time Uninns. 

American Christian Nationalist Pane. 

American Committee for European workers' Re- 
lief. 

American Committee foe Protect ion of Foreign 
Born. 

American Committee for the Settlement of Jew* in 
Birobidjan, inc. 

American Committee foe Spanish Freedom. 
American Committee for Yugoslav Relief. Inc, 
American Committee to Survey Labor Conditions 
in Europe. 

Aimikih Council for a Democratic Greece, for- 
merly known a* the Greek American Council; 
Greek American Committee fnr National Unify. 
American Council on Soviet Relation*. 

American Croatian Congress. 

American Jewish Labor Council. 

American League Against War and Fascism. 
American League fur Peace and Democracy. 
American Lithuanian Workers Literary Association 
teho Sen urn at Amerikos Litinriu D Orhininkn 
Lit tret urnt Drantiia) . 

American Nstim: F Labor Party. 

American National Socialist League. 

American National Socialise Party. 

American Nationalist Party. 

American Patriots, Inc. 

American Peace Crusade. 

American Price Mobiliiaiion. ; 

American Poles for Peace. 


American Polish Labor Council. 

American Polish League. 

American Rescue Ship Mission (e project of the 
United American Spanish Aid Committee ) . 

Amt rican-RuSSian Fraternal Society. 

American -Russian Institute, New York f aft* 
t moult ei I hr American Haitian t mutate foe 
Cultural Relatiemt uith the Sturt Itira). 

American Russian Institute, Philadelphia. 

American Russian Institute of San Francisco. 

American Russian Institute of Southern California. 
Lot Angeles. 

American Slav Congress. 

American Women tor Peace. 

American Youth Congress. 

American Youth for Democracy. 

Armenian Progressive League of Amer i ca. 

Associated Klant of America. 

Association of Georgia Klin*. 

Association of German Nationals < Btitbidemtehn 
V mini fun ft . 

Association of Lithuanian Workers f aha knorrn 
at Lierntin Daikiuinku Snsimirnijimai). 

Ausland-Otf miration d*r NSDAP, CKrrveaa 

Branch of Nazi Party. 

Baltimore Forum. 

Benjamin Davis’ Freedom Committee. 

Black Dragon Society. 

Boston School for Marxist Studies, Boston. 
Massachusetts. 

Bridges- Robert on -Schmidt Defense Committee. 

Bulgarian American People’s League of tbe 
United States of America. ' 

California Emergency Defense Committee. 

California Labor School. Inc., 321 Divisions 
Street, San Francisco, California. 

Carpatho-Russian People's Society. 

Central Council of American Women of Croatian 
Descent {aha iiioun as Central CtancH of 

American Croatian Vemtn, Sufiemat Council Of 
Croatian * omen). 

Central Japanese Association < Belief* Chmn 
Nipponjin Knit. 

Central Japanese Association of Southern 
California. 

Central Organisation of (be German- American 
National Alliance ( Dtaltchr-Amerikamirehr 


Cervantes Fraternal Society. 

Chin* W elfare Appeal. Inc. 

Chopin Cultural Center . 

Chirms Committee to Free Earl Browder. 

C it raens Committee foe Harry Bridges. 

Chiacns Committee of (be Upper West Side |Nn 
York Citp). 

Car i rent Emergency Drfnsr Conference. 

Catiaens Protective League. 

Crvil Liberties Sponsoring Corners nice • 


Cavil Rights Congress and in affiliated organisa- 
tion*, including: 

Civil Rights Congress for Teaas. 

Veterans Against Discrimination of Civil Rights 
Congress of New York. 

Columbians. 

Carm (r Coordinator Pro Republics EipanoJa. 
Comke Pro Defecbos Civiies. 

Commit Lee to Abolish Discrimination in Maryland. 
Committee to Aid the Fighting South. 

Committee to Defend the Rights and Freedom of 
Pittsburgh’s Political Prisoners. 

Committee foe a Democratic Far Fattens Policy. 
Coosmittec foe Constitutional and Political 
Freedom. 

Committee for tbe Defense of ibe Pittsburgh Si a. 
Com m ittee for Nationalist Action. 

Committee for tbe Negro in thr Arts. 

Committee for Peace and-twi/nwiinyod- I rsthtal in 
Philadelphia. 

Committee for the Protection of thr Bill of Rights. 
Committee for World Youth Friendship and 
Cultural Exchange. 

Committee to Defmd Marie Riehardton. 

Committee to Uphold the Bill of Rights. 
Commonwealth College. Mens. Arkansas. 
Congress Against Discrimination. 

Congress of the Unemployed. 

Connecticut Committee to Aid Victims of the 
Smith Act. 

Connecticut State Youth Conference. 

Congress of American Revolutionary Wriler*. 
Congress of American Women. 

Council on African Affairs. 

Ct — Kit of Greek American*. 

Cot-veil for Jobs. KHirf, and Housing. 

Council for Pan-American Democracy. 


S' 


0 
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I5<* 


■I S* fifty of ft ip#*). 

Daniels IkUnK Corn mutt*. 

Dam* Alighieri Society (Brfsrere i9JJ zed 1940). 

Dennis D«lin« Committee. 

Detroit Youth Assembly. 

Fist Biy i<Mtt Committee. 

fmcrgincy Conference to Save Spanish Rcfugrci 
(haaiut k-»Jy of th< North American Spaaith 

Aid Coatmitter) . 

Families of the Baltimore Smith Act Victims. 

families of thr Smith Act Victims. 

Federation of. Italian V'u Vrtrrani in the (J. S. A.. 
Inc. Mnerizriewr Naziouale Cambaztomti 
Italian!, Ftdtratiaae Jtffi Stall C nili d‘ 
America). 

Finnish-American Munul Aid Society. 

Frederick Douglass Educational Center. 

Frerdom Stage, Itsc. 

Friends of the New Germany (frreeir dtt Nmi* 
Dcaticblaadzf. 

Friends of the Soviet Union 

Garibaldi American Fraternal Society. 

George Washington Career School, New York 
City. 

German- American Bond (Amteika-dcotither 

Yolkikmod). 

German- American Republican League. 

German- American Vocational League (Dtolttkr- 
A‘ nerikaahebt firra/ifrorieichi/i), 

Guardian Club. 

Harlem Trade Union Council. 

Hawaii Civil Liberties Committee. 

Hetmuskj Kai. also known as Nokubei Hcieki 
Gimusha Kai, Zaibel Nihonjin, Hcijaka 
Gimusha Kai and Zatbci Hcimusha Kai 
(Japauen Knidtaf re America Mil-truj Coo- 
scripts Anoeiatioa). 

Hellenic- American Brotherhood. 

H inode Kai {Imperial fapaueta Rctcrritli) . 

Hionmaru Kai (Kitimg Sum Flag Society— a group 
of Japan tic I Tar Veleramt). 

Hokubei Z-tigo Shoke Dan {Norik Am tricorn 
Referee Otkcert Anociatrooi, 

Hollywood Writers Mobilization for Defense. 

Hungarian- American Council for Democracy. 

Hungarian Brotherhood. 

lode pendent Party f Stott It, Wathiagtoa). 

Independent People's Party. 

Independent Socialist League. 

Industrial Workers of the World. 

International Labor Defense. 

International Workers Order, its subdivisions, 
subsidiaries and affiliate*. 

Japanese Association of America. 

Japanese Overseas Central Society (Kairal Dob* 
C*mi Koi). 

Japanese Overseas Convention, Tokyo, Japan, 
IPSO. 

Japanese Protective Ajeociitioo lfrr»An| 
Orgaaizatiaa ) . 

Jefferson School of Socisl Science, New York City. 

Jewish Culture Society. 

Jewish People’s Committee. 

Jewish People's Fraiemal Order 

Jikyoku Lin Kai (Tie Committt, for I bo Crisis). 

Johnson- Forest Group. 

Johnson kes. 

Joint Anti-Fascist Refugee Committee. 

Joint Council of Progress ive Italian- Americans, 
Inc. 

— . V 


Kylfhacuscr. also known as Kyflhaeusef League 
ikrffuMirr Anwf), Kyflhavuscr Fellowship 
I k ytfhotm tr Lam- taJtf haft) . 

Kyfih.icuscr War Relief (Lyghaealer Jtriej b,bH),- 
•rnl). 

Labor Council lor Negro Rights. 

Labor Research Associatkei, Inc. 

Labor Youth League. 

League for Common Sense. 

League of American Writers. 

Lift or Society (lialiau Bio ck Sbirti) . 

Macedonian- Amvfiezn People's League. 

Mario Alorganimi Circle. 

Maritime Labor Committee tn Defend A! Lennon. 

Maryland Congress Against Discrimination. 

Massachusetts Minute Women for Peace f»«/ coa- 
nrcted Ultb tbo Miaa/a R’ emeu of ibo U. S. A., 

I m.t. 

Maurice Btaserman Defense Committee. 

Michigan Ciril Rights Federation. 

Michigan Council for Peace. 

Michigan School of Social Science. 

Nanki Teiknku Gunyudan Urn {trio! Military 
Frleodt Croup or Southern California for 
Vateraai). 

National Association of Mesican Americans {oho 
fix are at Asociaeioa Natianal Merico-Amtri- 
W*ll. 

National Blue Star Mothers of America (not to be 
confused with the Blue Star Mothers of America 
orginited in Ftbrusry Wl). 

National Comminee foe the Defense of Political 
Prisoners. _ 

National Committee for Freedom of the Press. 

National Committee to Win Amoewy for Smith 
Act %'ictims. 

National Committee to Win the Peace. 

National Conference on American Policy m China 
and the Far East (« Couferrac t rolled Fr tbo 
Committee for o Dtmocroltc For E oitrrm PWiry). 

National Council of Americans of Croatian 
Descent. 

National Council of American Soviet Friendship. 

National Federation for Constitutional Liberties. 

National Labor Conference for Peace. 

National Negro Congress. 

National Negro Labor Council. 

Nationalist Action League. 

Nationalist Parry of Puerto Rico. 

Nature Friends of America (Since 1915). 

Negro Libor Victory Committee. 

New Committee for Publications. 

Nkhtbei Kogyo Karshi (The Crtmt Fnyii Theatre). 

North American Comminee to Aid Spanish 
Democracy. 

North American Spanish Aid Ccwnmirtee. 

North Philadelphia Forum. 

Northwest Japanese Association. 

A*. . C.L. i It t,u.« 


Original 5outhrm Rians, Incorporated. 

Pacific Northwest Labor icbool, Seattle, 
Washington. 

Palo Alto Peace Club. 

Psrtido del Pueblo of Panama ( optrmiut im ffie 
Comoi 7 tot) . 

Peace Information Center. 

Peace Movement of Ethiopia. 

People's Drams, Inc: 

People** Educational Association (Incorporated 
mmdtr momt Lot Aogtltt Educational At tot ta- 
ttoo. fur.), also known as People's Educational 

renter P eoni.'e tU: nn l.. H.nnl.'. L-kool 


People's Rsdio Foundation, Inc. 

Petrie's Rights Patty. 

Philadelphia Labor Comminee foe Negro Right*. 
Phi fade I phis School of Social Science and Aft. 
Photo League {Now York City) . 

THE FOLLOWING ADDITIONS TO AMD DELETIONS FROM THE ABOVE LIST ARE ANNOUNCED: 


Kibei Seinen Kai ( Astotimtioo of V. S. citizrat of 
lopaoott anctilry who koto etc armed to A motif a 
offer ttadyimg ra fopaa ). 

Knights of the White C 
Ku Klu* Ktan. 


ADD: 


EL 31 NO RS PROGRESSIVE LEAGUE 
EVERYBODY’S CCOTT72E TO OUTLAW WAR 
IDAHO PENSION UNION 

MASSACHUSETTS OOK-aTTES FOR THE BILL OF RIGHTS 


Pittsburgh Atts Club. 

Political Prisoners" Wrffarr C 
Polonia Society of the WO. 

Ptogtruivc t term. tn- American*, alto known as 
Progressive Get man- Americans of Chicago. 
Proletarian l*»rry of America. 

Protestant War Veterans of the United States, let. 
Provisional Committee of Citiacti* for Peace, 
Southwest Area. 

Provisional Committee on Latin American Affairs. 
Provisional Comminee to Abolish Discrimination 
in the State of Maryland. 

Puerto Rican Comite Pin lik e re a ds * Civile* 
<CLC>. 

Poertorrieiucnos Unidos (Puerto Sterner Vahad). 
Quad City Committee for Peace. 

Queensbridge Tenants League. 

Revolutionary Workers League. 
ftomanian-Amcrkan Fraternal Society. 

Russian American Society, Inc. 

Sakura Kai (Patriotic Society, or Cheery .liter ia- 
lioa, campotod of eel Croat of Umoto-fopamoto 
Wav). 

Samuel Adams School, Boston. Mast. 

Santa Barbara Peace Forum. 

Sc hap pvt Defense Committee. 

Scbnerderman-Darcy Defense Committee. 

School of Jewish Studies. New York City. 

Seattle Labor School, Seattle. Wash in or on. 
Serbian -American Fraternal Society. 

Serbian Vidovdan Council. 

Shinto Temple* (litmttd to State Shiudo aho li tked 
hz 194 St. 

Silvet Shirt Legion of America. 

Slavic Council of Southern California. 

Slovak Workers Society 

Sloven ian- American National C — eft. 

Socialist Workers Party, including A mer i can Com- 
mittee for European Workers* Relief. 

Socialist Youth League. 

Sokoku Kai (FjlbcrUted Society). 

Somhetn Negro Youth Co ng r es s. 

Suiko Ska llnrrrr Ofitert iktrtirtbo, Lot 


t, Philad el phia. 


Syracuse Women for Peace. 

Tom Paine School of Social Seem 
Pennsylvania . 

Tom Paine School of Westchester. New York. 
Trade Union Comminee foe Peace. 

Trade Unionists foe Peace. 

Tri-Stele Negro Trade Union Council. 
Ukraniin-Amcricun Fraternal Union. 

Union of American Croatian*. 

Union of New York Veteran*. 

United American Spanish Aid Comm i tt e e. 

United Committee of Jewish Societies and Lands* 
manse hall Federations, also known** Coord i- 

and Fraternal Organizations. 

United Committee of South Slavic Americans. 
United Defense Council of Southern California. 
United Harlem Tenant* and Consumers Organiza- 
tion. 

United May Day Committee. 

United Negro and Allied Veterans of America. 
Veteran* of the Abraham Lincoln Brigade. 

Voice of Freedom Comminee. 

Walt Whitman School of Social Science. Newark. 

New Jersey. 

Washington Bookshop Association. 

Washington Committee to Defend the Bin of 
Right*. 

Washington Committal for Democratic Anson. 
Washington Commonwealth Federation. 
Washington Pension Union. 

Wisconsin Conference on Social LeftisUsiow. 
Workers Alliance (were April I9H). 

Workers Patty (imet mating Socialite Youth 

League}. 

Yiddishes ICnhur Fsrtmnd. 

Yugoslav- American Cooperative 
Yugoslav Seamen'* Club, Inc. 


THE FOLLOWING AOOITIONS TO AND DELETIONS FROM THE ABOVE LIST ARE ANNOUNCED; (CONTINUED) 
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f 9S61 GZ 100 
O304J0TJ3H' 


v 


V 


Date- 


Dear Sir: 


S v 


. who claims to have resided at 




s> 


. and whose fingerprint* and personal 


description are recorded bemoan applicant for enlistment in the United States 
-requested that the folio vfnjf information be furnished from jour files. A retu 


.'requested that the follovfpg 1 
convenience. n T> 


It is 

jour files. A return envelope is inclosed for jour 

Very truly jours, 
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JFK Exhibit F-484 

SECURITY TERMINATION STAiTJENT 
OF NAV FORM 5511-14 

HEADQUARTERS AMD HEADQUARTERS SQUADRON 
U. S, MARINE CORPS AIR STATION 
EL TORO (SANTA ANA) CALIFORNIA 

1. I hereby certify that I have conformed to the directives contained in the 

U.> S* Navy Security Manual for Classified Hatter and Registered Publication 

Manual in that I have returned to the Naval Establishment all classified 
natter which I have had in my possession. 

2. I further certify that I an not retaining or taking away with me from my 

place of employment (duty) any document or thing containing or incorporating 

information affecting the National Defense of other natter Classified, Top 
Secret, Secret, or Confidential to which I obtained access during my employment 
(duty), in any manner whatsoever, 

3. I shall not hereafter in any manner reveal or divulge to any person any in- 
formation affecting the National Defense, Classified, Top Secret, Secret, or 
Confidential, or which I have gained Knowledge during ray employment (duty), 
except as may be hereafter authorized in writing by officials of the Naval 
Establishment empowered to grant such authority. 

(If any of tho above statements cannot truthfully be made, 
the word "not" shall be stricken out of the appropriate 
sentence and a full statement attached hereto indication in 
detail the circumstances which prevent the making of the state- 
ment in its original form, includint the names of the persons 
authorizing the particular handling of classified matter) 

4. I, HARVEY OSWALD 1653230 have been infomed and am aware that 18 

U. S. cV, 1946 ed. . Sup. IV, 792-797 and the Internal Security Act of 1950 pre- 
scribe severe penalties for unlawfully divulging information affecting the 
National Defense. I certify that I have read and understand appendices B, D, 

E, F, and H of the U. S. Navy Security Manual for Classified Matter, I have 
been informed and am aware that certain categories of Reserve and Retired 
personell on inactive duty can be recalled to duty, under the pertinent pro- 
visions of law relationg to e-ch class for trial by court- -martial fer unlawful 
disclosure of information. I have been informed and an aware that the making 
of a wilfully false statement herein renders rae subject to trial therefore, as 
provided by 18 U. S. C.; 1946 ed.. Sup, IV, 1001. 
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■ NOTICE OF OBLIGATED SERVICE 

uyiK mit-fo («o. »-»> 

(xnw n (■*». i-n) romoa wkn 

BUT M 1*0 KM *-VU> ONJBQRSl 


IMSTKUCTION 3 
Ftopo ro ia t wRru^kj>* 

Original to Sorrieo Hocord Book 
Dopbcoto to CMC (Cob*. DOM) 
TrijJmmto to motnbot • 
Qoadruptiooto to district diroetor i 
X Ml thooo word* whioh do no* of 


MM at BIMM 

0S3ALD, Lee Harvey 



MM 

1653230 

PTC E-2 


6741 


1. You, hiving iMumtd the -year military service obligation prescribed by law upon your {jUUJJcbJ (enlistment) in the 


U, S* Marine Corps 


.mi., 


24 October 


56 


^ind having served in th* United States Marine Corps ifaLUclJ>f from 24 Octobe — ^ 




11 September 


, ifl an hereby (released from active duty sad transferred to the Marine Corps Reserve) 

(| tbe remainder of that _JL-yemr period which ends on _ ^ ecega ^ r | . 

unless sooner discharged. During that period you are deemed by Law to be a member of the Marine Corps Reserve and will be 
subject to TLrh training and service aa ia now or may hereafter be authorised by Law for members of the Marine Corps Reserve, 
t. You are (assigned to) (Ready) /sU/M^Keaerve, Class/j&f (HI). You are further (transferred to) 

lUUWU) the ttarinq Resgrvo Training Command 

address of which is; Mr Station, Glemrje*, Illinois 


You have given your futon mailing address as:. 


(IM or «SrM ett'in) 

3124 West 5th Street 


Forth Worth, Texas 


&. This Notice of Obligated Service executed for and on behalf of the United Slates Marine Corps at: 

11 September 

HEADQUARTERS AND HEADQUARTERS SQUADRON 
MARIN'S CORPS AIR STATION 
EL TORO (SANTA ANA), CALIFORNIA 





4. I hereby acknowledge receipt of this Notice of Obligated Service. 


MuTuac or Mcuan . 


This I* to cvrtif, that e cop, of this Notice of Obligated Service was (delivered to) the man named shove. 
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Embassy cl the Unite! States cl America 

ai Moscow, . U.S.S.B. MAY 2 /j., 1962. 

THIS PASSPORT IS AMENDED TO . 
INCLUDE DAUGHTER JUNE LEE. - 


Joseph R Norbury, Jr. 

CowuJ of i*a Hailed Sisto of Aaerlca 
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JFK Exhibit F-487 


t. NAM t IN FULL 

OSWALD 


l*tU Fmi WtJJir | kuctivi sbrvke m mmk 

, 1-ee Harxey_ | ^/l /If l.J? 

: RL.acf of RFsintNci Strict mJ S timber or KhT) Routt j \ pad or hio rw 

3121#. . West . 5th St . . . 

City. Town, or VHUgi 


Fort W orth 7 Tarran t T exas 

I MAILING Annum / // Jtfftrnt from plait t.f rtuJtniti Strict and \umhfr or RC f) Routt 


! O c t 16. 193 9 

* PLaTF of wrtff 

NewO rl ©a ns , JLa •_ 


City. Town, or VilUigt 


County 


N AMI ANP AOPII'S Of RFXVIS WHO W ILL ALWoS KNOW YIM'R AhlWLSS 


I Robort Oswald, 73X3 .Davenport St., Ft. Vforth(Brcther) 

*. CK CITATION 

Une mploy ed 


NAtl'RF OF W \FRVtl fc R NPI D S- P. OR » lllk F WOPI i t 


0, FIRM OR INDiYIIH'AL Bl * MOM FMPIOVFP 


io plat. i of fmplovmvnt or ilmmvi 


Form Approved 

Budget Bureau No. 33-R009.7. 


SUtaiVE SERVICE SYSTEM 

REGISTRATION CARD 


SSS Form No. ! ( Revised 6-11-38) 




' '•* 'y -j 2. , 

II. Ac live duty in the Armed Forces of the United State* or a cohelligerent nation since Sept. 16. tV4<>: 


BRANCH OF ARMED FORCES OR 
COUNTRY 

USMC 


SERVICE NO. 


1653230 


DATF OF ENTRY 

2h Oct 56 


DATE OF AFRA RATION 

11 Sep <9 


12. Present membership in a reserve component of the Armed Fortes 


MXnv.h of armed forces 

US ICR 

SERVICE NO 

1653230 

j DATF Of ENTRY 

ll s-?p 59 

[ GRADE 

Pfc 

ORGANIZATION*^" 11 1 J *1 \± 

Glenview, 111 

1 affirm that I hav* verified the foregoing answers and rhat thev are irue: 


t Si^oatnrr »t reentrant ) 


DESCRIPTION OF REGISTRANT 

13. Color of eyes -3-l.U.e Color ot ha:r^?\OWn Complexion . Height «appn»x ) ...5 ft XI _ tn 

Weight { approx. ) . 15.0 .Other obvious physical char attempts that will aid in tdencdicjnnn 


Nona 

I certify that my answers are true; that the person registered has read or has had read to him his own answers; 
that 1 have witnessed his signature or mark and that all of his answers of which I have knowledge are true, except 
as follows: 


... . Hone - to . Jny . nowledc e 
♦ Sep -1W 195? 

CTXitt of rtgulralton) 


Registrar for Local Board 


m 


\ . 

V 


(SumhtrJ 


( Cut or i/wnfy ) 


(Stgnatmrr ofngntrar ) 

Te 

/ State) 


«RO IFM V-MUN 
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Commission Exhibit No. 244 


?W 3 //J7 



s\C4 / u&$' -r*j aa^-CsA V^nAyte^ ^ 

u&zfaAAy} ✓ Lt si. CtsrfeJb' 

J 3 / - n ' - */-*& un^U, 

£rdh>*pp, ')h&&o*us~' y 

\| J uMS 

<3^ {A*+4st. xA^krf 44*«*4 4? 4^£*n ( 

*J> c^Jutjd? IrrJLf <{*j& *6uJL*/^ 

- c+^luAul ttosstce ts&e 

OC&P oy, */ jh £$Je, 

* V 

f+vlc/ 2**U+^ ^14 ^fUK*/ AeJL^4 £i£rte 

*f IZiSM.. 

4* JWL -Ciftycf' y/ $ uUf 

Ty /*> XerLf <M~ 

)& $1uA>0? 

JFK Exhibit F-488 




41-373 0 - 79-19 
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23 




ZjSZ&aua kt ds. ttic. '** j r?s~y 


a,; ft ***»? ™~A> **'•“* 

S*T**r *r 

*e* 7 ** 


+**/ *cZ 4 ? 

— j/f 


^ *)T w 'tSfSJf ro 

~<n** A***c !r ' t ***T‘ "*■* ~+***X 7 i M 

z 'z£» -»* * •'* «■£<* * *« 

J? £?/-*•-, ^ r~ mmX/AT. * 

A*> ***'+*??. *£V* 

X An,U*M* y*zC*+ cJbrxt W M.%/M*r s*/A+t*s *>* # ^ 

jf^cSte *+A* J?** 4 ***^ \ 

** y t**+ Jtf +C&L+ 4 L* ^1 if* >1 ■ L • 

rr^f, r^f| J T cj *£*+++ - -^y, 

7 *-C ^ ^ 

X Ow-* ^ *r&C+ 4 f*ZUrL %. t ^4 **-V 

9 S&S j 6 Sr AM m +€ 9 r l+ UA&UtP \- 

Jirt^lic^/ C+t+*£+*> 

u^x£^ $ 2 s-+ 3 & *+ f, 


•^5 **y cfa& 4 frv t+*> '•*&*# j 4 & ^2n*^*j 

lU^ <H> .&V'' V.Xwf^ <*/£»**. 2 S 50 /Y 

■ ** <j* * 

Jfr *^**>^^ *' ' ' 

/U+<*++s> ^jj^ **y* ysCv++ 

^■ 3 - ‘ # ' * ’ "* 


w Xu, 4 fef < 3 *^ 
Zj jtfr 


^^7 e^T . 

P +*&2 ’ ^ dbt ~ £ ~ e -*«**• '*- - -*&*■- 

/sfi 

4 ~cAj ' U ~ 5 i ZIP ^ 4 A C JZiJZ t ? 

£+rAt -u-e«e. Uj£f-A~eA '^e^JL^if 

$M^L ) /ZiJi&LS — - ^ -*- v T 


^ * 

A-wfc' “C/vi^*v 4 


MS&SSS 


«• "**£ <* — ~" - — ' — 2 f ~'. ~~p ***>fe. * ***w 

*Hf j^t^*** v~> *$**? *)v •****»+ £»Jtty o~tMSL~CZiZi 

HANDWRITTEM ACCOUNT OF INTERVIEW WITH MISS MOSSY, UP I REPORTER, 

FOUND AMONG OSWALD'S PERSONAL EFFECTS. 

(OSWALD'S HANDWRITING) 


kn v« 4 <**u> -<-o u-eY' ^ 

8 M«~y*y> Uj^rd<~ f+? w, ^4, ^ 

r>^a-a^tr^ /t— y \. wu_ - 


JFK Exhibit F-489 
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JFK Exhibit F-490A 



fication 
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LQN£ EXHIBITS 
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OMMiSSIONfBfHfBliE 













2 % 



12 . 3 

CO MMISSfOf^ EXHIBIT* 

f. TiZS 
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JFK Exhibit F-490B 



, it 

r r ^^ % 

.y*+*UA*Cr >* A _^ J, «4 ' "• ^ 







-rj£t' •& 


** 

*M 
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> 9 . 


<-<£-?J <>^V ij2cZZo»**> 

jis&/ ^ ' -“^jt-22^,, UJC&L&7 

*&yt~C*^L? o_ - /v5ft ' 








1 C- ^ KA ^ »^tl^iw? , 
©{ ~c~JG£* 4£) yuS?* Kj£(rt*4<jet>& 



zt^Jbti 

^*r ^— - 

— ■*"*>. c£»«/i tt ^ ***«»v — / 

-TruT^r .5=>j£ 

l**£++^^o' <y_ Ce^t^ZZi, f - r j - 
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JZZ Oe -*‘~* ’■“**’ 

**T *tvy^, usot^o ^t&s*&'*Jl _>e<x~e -^o, 

•*»t& ^>»<^4«.. , 

"^T^ 7 '*'"~^ <i J2o-iA J 

7 ' v ^25^— • 

^tX* * -t.^. _ .' 


iE® J^esl- ^ <s> ' xr ^-<7 


e* — <A 


" G ^* -Jb^ru) 




-^^5C ^ 

«-*& 4 -^ -fa*JLyZG Sjf J0& 'P&z* 


41-373 0 - 79 - 20 
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JFK Exhibit F-491 


' -- ’ 


W) 0 «. . . . * ‘ ^ ^ ■ 

&C,71 /6 S?S~7 - 

'*£? y,r 


A1(re 



r&cA /6 /} 4 *nr i r^/ z f? 0 '* sris/ss^M**' joe/t* V* j?a* &y 

iStfeSje #yvj /* c/f * ro fo>/e/ "4e4/ZB* As?sr***T **-j~ 

' m *;*r. r.lke?.) »**r *r j»**.*r *f+t */?«* 

J- »« "V^ ,*« Mt, -*~ds 


gr €**/*"» & 

> is 

% *>}&» 0^A'*e jrsufcuf ; J/f^ 


M* *"**"«^ s ^S l ’ T .Z“ZZ ^ ^ ^«*wr * ^ ^ :r :^fA 

tFoA CjY’JX-jJ&.S />>(■/>*' uJ*- 7e *' ^ 


f.~* ^ ' r/r *Z>SZZe Zt ZA*j«*:sr’ W 

g|*^ «,„/.* «W /** 


W ****** Mt 4*'~> '*U t e*/m**+»* 

H \*e \t /tfS.Y'r sy*. /W «*'&** ***** . ^ rz.*tn>*»~. ■ .-.-< 
ffe- f=*,'A>vd r* /^e. .f je *Zeefr -*M '*y /i>*f*>x> •*" -r*™*/?. Meet* ,.™ 

. 'A# 


h*OcT~ /#*. '»*/' i»£*"e <>f**4fiy t Or* tr,'s/~ e*4.'4. Sruj**!^^ Zud^ 

C / v 73 #> stsj&r WA/ z^* 7 -ttfS Vr'ro-sw;*, j-je G.Jfc s . ~M 

. » s>/ie(ZJT Brok ”T<S£ar-‘ /}V c*sn>evr/jr.- 


a f? e>i7: j9 ' r O u/ ?‘* y> >. **** rtys,Z-M£ (S/rAce r*y o/sr/f fK ^ *N 

r.; <f^vx -*z4^ /Zj£&i$e<y /^fum sfi&JZ. ^ 

5^ xtjA/H&rt , rj j~\c i9f&t atjov S*9yj Jyvte£jt,fy~ cog - : : 

firont'.ej Jy ptf />, Kjjfv'i'*- <X’' ,/T 77>/ *7~ &<?/ M*^r-70 f&* 

!>. ^ **> **0,*^ 6***&y *yn,r* /*>»*. 

|v OtJ~. XfC^^e&Zyo w.b* 'f*&4€ s/y^^r/ Orfy-O.'-vC- £/&& Jy X/rh;*-: 

% Xi/,y firh'rt>y. <rtcd J tiA^ *°° -X k*My* JTssey v.^ 

^ i»*r,'7e^ C*y>>e^ fir's »& n*s/r wty a./trf> OWucJp rfvteoje^ 
p +4CU/ O0*,'&r anr'e*. * tfe Te/'s *? “viM a/jy 6*e»f ;g 

Z * trifle \^/frJTs we fj foe? b //*»}? * T/w* 3Mr*>ced ; -Z 

? ^ t 7 *** 7 ? f 7 /e s^fys /?e $A*// &/»&* jU ^' r ~ ^ 5 

S*/ “s* I,**;'/ a«(cxfe*AeJ tr ***>/<?* s 7 * 0 # y \ 

i*CO *»c /, ce C/tF.'c.S+* t- * 


0/tu r-*t.^> *»cs , ce 

r^Wo-dv- P-IC/Z^X x9s T*“ 

V.V ^ e/>r ' * ^*.>€4 F*« iyOM 7^ 

0 r Bm S/A^,xJ(r^ v ^ c4- / J-CeclA 

S'ajJ / “ ^ ^ 




1/°^^ 7^ rhccc^sj/^t/ 

• -. ,/jC , ? r 3 i A?/ 7 v r *-/ •- 

A;/x,^ £*M ty+s&-v nr /Vvr»?&T 4 e A>>, t 4 ZZ f/rorj, 

/ Vji _ ^ z i- t * //5 * . T" * . » l) . ■>. <u - ~ W 


n> r^/^bf , sr /y^ er?47fo/>7 #/* /*r^Jrt»sT 

7*S+rA *L^4±'is *7 '**'*# Cesh*s s?/- S. ffi /:/,»£ s*>e &**<? S7~ 

& ^ ^ G-Aes* 7 ocS* . ijkr^r-s+r ■*•« ' 
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“ -y & Sffiy ir J "'2 c ' 

$_i i/ z ^ ' y >Y i . J- xt.«* rz> sutc *«A*g|| 

" tKn+s tr-rtsy 7i> £/<r" s>*J<{ /9 ~ u/cc7~ ( f~*> V / £■ &'/*S ) &P°*7' <®o-^ 

AWj <**«*£.& wiiwj ca/ofS* 

J*t€ -Scftes***,- (j- ^J 1 

c^xreS)*** **Ar*,,s yy^s^o ,. t .**&** &»*> Jf.Ue s #*<>■/&?£, 

l " **f P* 0 * <*»'*"'«?-* sr/tyj jsy />?y } ;/*e yyi /A/7#f/t/U7*s£, 

(_/»v /Ivss/jaj / s sM/ tt-s, £JO\ fi#A to *»<? sy/ffr, r 7e//Me>z.i 

“c-v ,i ./AVS'SA*. /sy *r/M ^ 

^Ve ^ ^ 5//^ -'V/ fir r*;s '*—«**' s 

22 /</ /? J ^ 'Zo&s+o W /r*, s^+u/" ya 

^ **«y ***£ I 

** tr^Ssth rte *«***.<*;/. 6*’ ^ .. _ ‘ T^V .-/I 

6^ ?~4r> £,/?,e4 <^/T <?® * <p ' , '* f ‘ ■* *+rr*9 T&uf^u/fp 

*>s£&u,Vs»?C . A*** /- 7|s 

/^>J t+Y*'res £y *S*»**f ( SA r £0~>e$ /sv M>jr* **» 0*eSi*tjr *s ^/pff. 
s4* s> 9 0S7~ y#o*r *>? e y*u.k*/w yo\~ s 

wCiz <£*/«*’'! 4**5. ypfr 0/0 Yo~ e/frcsf c^7 > sjo. e^7. ? 7v,**Jco~9fiJ? 

* • • 

/tOttS" Prt* PccJ The. Ooo?*K± //tu^/j /?^>*? 77tsS/s s96~*rvd S/C^O 
l/7T€-7{ ThZ- / <Xy/v , tf : &J9*s& V'J* Tii 4 . y »i'+i** ^/b^joru^T - 7~4. e ^ 

™s>r*L/ ;// ; fj, e ' <r y~*~*''** r 'r~<* ***'» '? 

^ */>/ hs/*y* f ’ toe &er7Z'SV*£X&7i> 

<»^= &*i.(A*j- /Zrf jyvSsMX= ) uf&lA- / ‘ =e ’ ed ,J 

6c - r - 2$. r/ts*v; A&t'et/ 7° 0Sj>M**y w/wrf^^W / | =i»^)!i; 
Si'7~ JM/ttes eu*s/to,s » F /ye.JrteY :| 

i/, S/reJ 4J, yf tz+ ' M 

A>/ s* e &to stit * &&Kt,Y,h/ a, ^£-xe&ty<sr &*&./. V&r /‘/eJAy **>l •-. '$. 

rt.'^A t She A'jAtzj, A>e oe^ty &Aj9C> to a* ■*/''*? . A7*> a * 9 ‘ /,s '*^ 

OCst. 2y SouS/tv* } A//ttstj* y,irx *r* /A/ S/TEtifiOOfis _-^S 

Oof, JlS~. # '' ,-^W1 

& '-+-2.t Shy £7** Ay #Me*;cs>*J A-TTht M*i A c-**** SMS'e**!? 
to<s^i-y~ S?e ACAi*»i( Ss'b'teOfb . fy&&}!»' tCecs#^* f W&'Wfssy J~ 7!>Jl~% 

o A , .>/ /✓«■" /ite<i.i /?*<-✓ Ku^sT 7r »*> '- 

£V#*/i# W *4*&~c* ,'~t»»iC0'S * J +r Pejs, >,UA IZZ&Zffi-iT,. 

SKL tes **■* nto.e,*s~l * v '**Sv* u>,'t* *£>UtA."Sc; i0n 
' t./ v *y^£f*s* yfoiP'*/'* • ■> CttA. ujirh K,'AU*i/f &H, "j 

/Yi/Sl ' > 6<zAO'* J * *~ATtA r £/>'*'*■* ifOTb ~j Td“to&7'foPeL£\*/f C/igjp 

r/KKi4 , /*0M*y FA. J" F>[ 7 >*•*/ T n ‘? Kyeel } AcJVfffj 

,<>.'•»•- /v, '//^ •/■-< <■ (jrJ/S^T oSTiZf. J 

/¥^-V Z*Ssr /J~,X ,«♦ /f -*'•<» yy-yjJ- - •/■&** T/>S*t • 

' #*vy 77«w /. 7~ JLfAj+J r »'^A* >>»-/" /V^>^ jfirTE/. fQ^r r^/ S&<4y A30/f sr >*. — 
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3?- 


<Q r’/9-^. Y. W 


0SJ, ' 00 - ~e T.W^ ^ T* r ‘ *** J + *•**'*+»'£: 

f - C< r 71*<r fhV PUrUKe - 

T * cA \e X* ** ***? ** *^<es77 

***** C ^* ' nr*** wSt/asL-FV* **>* (**/ UA,/C*cu* Ta y 

7:%T^ -/ — 'V-"" 

n 6<- rJ VC MC /Sctxt-"^. fi** S -Ut^/ 4P~.rtf tirtsev 

A >/>/ t-m-oT To k<l:,<S<l /~ T'‘t Scj.'b./ Luu-c>J . jV5>y 

r/LJ I. tj/// /yvCvc<.c'T TAstr. 7*'*~ T/jpy sr£ou.7 PA^ 

U~e 7/=P^c yj.Vu ~>ko.>-, -V i*rK*- lV SZO&xfa <*&* 

//e z>r'o /uor *£$ uej7~ fcuj- 

T<z ^,'^/y <*rS **ci £Y ' v °f S/T&ax)***- *1)7 So*,, 'ey- jo&l 

&7~ 7~4 <- /;>»< J7 a* QistsJ t'c/ * 7) ~T~ >0e j $8/8 Q M,'a?£ 77ey 

Gut*'* r s/fsCvo A o )o^ /r'l-ts* TO ^4 y^ e l 

3=- Oylye Ti^/yj /yy />,i£4s*£ p^J^KS Friar? f4 € * 

T/%£jr &r< C'U .Jt #» S J7 sTfJc T/b^o Afl>T Sotu 

(vToJr?\/' , ' ies 1 * c*ec*. e~ v>h . r Fc*/ z”i*»rel'*MA 

Wri. £1 //a 7 T'/ 7ax>s~v z /r nz 7ZfefL>/{? tA&T&Z . J~ uj$t T; J~ccs£fey 

J~ B4r <F/nrt. ^ iZv/ A( | j~ A P a wosfscy S'Jteerpv//y/Kc&s*tf 

&€?* O <?. T/t/P/. TUcc 'V X h6\s€ V&ffsJ / ,/v t&T&L T'Atf&fi CAvf /7~ $&£/*! 

LfXG. TaPc f >V^_j Pl(jj7 hfhjC’ :-c/»t f >f a' 7 & P -rV $ *^>av y ^ 

34 J- ,-n/>XS /**y js:<,Je>*J. C-^77.’/^<<- P'+i>$Sr4T~ v? 72 :c& jr p~>er7~ 

/??>*) T'f&t Lu, V“4 ^9 /=<r^ *~>.\**uTes she s^y s * sr/ty /a, y&ujt 

JUtv*j *T7ir cUClvL J- £>CVT 7*7/ *** **>h&T S' 7t>^ 

Jt s/>,c£ -T £j,c L~^tj sJo'r vtS/Xcu^. A WVf 

,Z" u^’ r$. 'r' /? /=^t kj /v»,v t i rt j >r-**/ 77'^' 3P c**fcA *7 T'Vx* „ ‘‘/^v ^ *t>hv 
jms&ssy ¥ j~s#v' 0 /*3c/ S *'+^ e «/v9/J: 

,'a, *rjJ Ssfy TeThc ’/ieaeSTtv.'iT ?'^‘~/c' L/«ri c T c Je* 

T^e o*p fto** +r fits** LWtrUsAysyF^ 
Qrte mut.’sr SKSSe WU**\? TM‘ *>T "Y A**A**» 
Zwififir >» 7 >” ne fies *pj i *’ e C /«J new* 
Jjp VHAiCHK >tp'*e -7 ~f* ~1~ fc*b 

S**l j J.JG~& JtP **lf-f-<* 1 * f) U-rO-p) f&AU 

Xtf:c^ «■*-+* ' V tokccv' r * 7 sY/pZrtr* ***'* TyAw 6 - 

' IZSZ: ‘JZr*7~ s»~' ^ 

\Cit.'J** T: T+\* T :.‘r.':t i •,■*> ■+-*'<* i,,/~&. 


\Cc.V. 

TiiJ<'r t:r 

T 

*• l' T • - ■/i"'' 1 ’' .‘,y :t . l c 'Tts* . v ±£;*. //sf A*±.'ryT’\JT'cju*u? 

‘ I Mjl£ '' *• ~-i *'■*"}•'*■*’'■ to\> <*SA± oft UJ l ^4>, J- J), 

-o' *■ p^jz£z^ 


to , 


iT&/+- ■ tv-.--' 
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W'llBZ 


Jt* ’ y,y. 

Oc/^S / COr\* 7Aff 32t&e ^ -i^iliisi 

Sr^5<J <Z*n*&6 J ***■ ^ ff ■’j gffij 

****** *** ^rAe /-v 0 rS/(& 

f KX*</S AeMC£ ro *//<*+> *»**/- 75 ^ ^ Aitfe/t 

_ t/t*?. £ SZ'SJe /5 >V*v*<P 6^>* " /=*•»- 7"*** J^y 

% r c**, *,'</** ^/»^* y,w<J/1A ’*'' , - / ’' ^ •***«' 

% U,,u TC *v**<~d *" »** aeU,A*s y atk , c^o c^M 

g jr uj,U to xjAt./ux Us.c.t.x ajtTX V*Y **■**& /~ */y=Xtr7. 
f&- /.£-*■>*> /C-i*7£d y9-7~ jASsSJ#*Jo'* ,lJ * eeru **' ‘“^■^Mgjj 

g£: My //oTaj- * /ket vo* m* £*o*i<*s *** ^As*°^r j' Xm 

jjr -. i//**\U. £~/*/ S**>* fussSs+>nsl i*j /// £*CCtM7~ 7%'S ~ ^*g» 

* F *? y S=#,y-h ,'„ T/u£ ,jo. 2Z>6 A/t^acAr 0 /9 *e ASpApA. ;^p 
% dyr^e. /!,#*»(. cr So&^feve, 4 ?j jure*,;**) ->‘~> 

% p/freA3A-C-*i'ied V/Avcj ’/0,A / yt,»- /:,'■*/ ° ^2.* T*e ■^xe^icy Cst//£yf, 

r' us rye. S SerJU *»J*y jrf.’r-*** *c/.-*e 

££- io tf//ve u/f) 72 ) /&ssu,Jt<i c~ *y?e £V s">tt>=iA/6- A*y ^ft§ 

§t pje./A-nbrt, ,'rJ u,i. T** “>z*x*s>*/xs . ssT&t**** T&sy |g 

|! u>/ 5 *dJ S+y U /Fs 2bK.T*e d’ecc^" ff rt»/s* a* 

*. . <r Pe/t/i re* *>‘ts *>tesey .S’ ******* ^ jee ’ uf --^^ 


: />&**/' 


%f : *U A ?*’'#<* *J ™ e m , jrfj? <? - -TT -/noS 

id Vy/tf*****" ~ > jZZib* if****' i^~~j-^m 

fi". ^ ^ JrAe'-^tg 

Wasupi/. /- A-^e /l&^reps 2 />*>»* “** * ta ~ 

jr F**J j/.'^r/y *x'z;;//>4*7*</ } KoT U ■ -p 

i- A,w-t.-sS’ 4 A IS J/t urfcfi LOAj*ti**s$ t A&/W* xxA// Ae*t*fr&k 
:fr ^4*,*+/** t* S*V tew ^#">4*4*/ vJ/rt &syr^»Ti 

S st^/r-jr 0ec.y*L 710 **'** , jr tf/we »?/*£ 

** 3 6>s C^i** Sc JSC#// /*?*. S4e *€*:**& '&&&.*£ *j& 

* Stony '#//juJ S/cf j CA-ten JToxy ,'s J&JTu/r^^ 

' **K*n:\vM 7#*r -'*; &*>** * eo€< Js**">*d cs^ ^ 
'r Jfrty, ?ry*c-A SA*//r/ Vjtey& /i /'e^vS*oy 7Zt 

^j ayPtL-S^x c<**,&s sosui, * -S 

i , • '*'+ j: KV -^;c ^ Ttss* Mw 

"""' * v/ "' r ** *' wv*-,*, 

1 1 — I I . ■ ,■ ..-*- im ■ ■ jilA!SBft> 


jTMt£A.esT. -T 


( r e'T f/AoAje. cj*/S* f*a*s*? v 



306 


'116 




p-**> ■ — 

shj**t* 

% jft/Ss/sr* /Jpo. to 'SfWy' 

J* X> > 4**4**v **m*—4ik* h+cliJj . 

/ /^/ TA&T 7 -SF/S tscxy y/ 

{ #A/ r4 * s r/teen s* * ****** *° ounu**. at*# ** ^y ;$ 

* eJ7* ' f * /J A^hA/F C saa A*>~0*se S*{/?Ar jp *r*-0** £*&ty*A**a. 

l~. at^A' 7 ’**/*' t JYi* <A*/t Z\* seovJ ***. /far* 

7- /ZoU^YftfiJ ? f O^R,^ //&***"» **■* J’ P*** **> *** } */*y H> TAs? //*/£/* 4tf}~ 7 

i ^ nM tote/ T *At*<r,'Ap *F "O^V Jbr*n vs*. * s»?l 
$rj 2(f 2»<i X •*#* e.*/AV 7Z> 71? XoKs^r ctti;*. />M ^y 

%~*ter //»?<£> oFfi'yfii ^ Ko $S*eJ /*>? Tt& S77<S J' i *?S7~Se n j s 

f /> /WA 0?x»<% ■ THy -ww f ™ ^ z**'- ..|§ 

<- &€c- 3/ w*** V* **'*&* ^ cq^s^Y fksyp #6*/S~W4 

J$- / l 7' /3e /*vr*z *€<*•*> A#c 77 ><l P U ?Y* £ j/r ***•& tfe<* 

y f&*r **•**' :,jr *l~ t A c p ‘ ^-> '*w ^ £*/#*/ 'Xo'tATYA/'CAbwj 

ffrl a A>e~> Y<V#t* f*e*&#r fM .\s YtA/ /j t c* 

fiv/X *<?oe*>7~/y *>*e /V *,*$ *e*Aj 

f 7**r /s >C S7X*-**y 7&A*te*A**i 


oW/- 9 *» CA A™ (k^ /Vv Aou*ft /\*€ y 

X *fa CA/AfY 1& /fys^ttr <?Z*7^£ st'-d *'"//')? 6 -*'s£,j st-& \*i 

P&c+mCa/T St, or Zie fts/'er c/ftz&vsAtf /?£ Jr u t+sMTel^A/iY 

* <t*Cu* T*X Ji-sS 4, jCAyOsf ..H 

— w ^ 77*1? J^ < Mi^-:f 

JZg*&>-aHs szej **i<c ™e rz> n* <^yyJt&&WsJc 

p /*** u /j 7z?*-r in Jj <>&•** Te/Ts **e -, 

Xh*7~ nV*'f &/■£/* a*, {fauces z> /fe> c ,vf Jx>/ve snafuey 

7l“^y A.6 <zJ <-*vn-. re y>y /»y peTZ./ £,‘./s /y-j-i ?*/‘*sri''c> 

T r6 n& &eA/r*/*>e'v sy^d J.e+ue xsts&t s^ne. 

/h^&cu»xy JTSff ^£^/yy ‘ih<- #i*> *?-* yt*. Afifi/y ‘fes " 

&***■ •r’. £ ip> it? £e</ &Aois /'J />/b£ffuj foA. /bone, W/}Kf pvik/ffoAiit 

■*j*- s ) v <(&>« -sac. '*4u^e :u»r'/ iyn&c 

tbirA f#r* 79 prAK'P >*<**/*■ t -i 7.7 m ' C 7%=S?*\, 

Yfi*,?. jr 74#** #y yx*,v £?* n.'ciA ee/?*. ,,\T 

Thy 7/rsts **‘7, ysyyp >. ^i^yyy 0%*, Tt'c^^r- 

T* K /ry,^ -v r 

y~ tSAJ/s ‘>, 7A7A-A A st/ox-,'* 4.<yy<r#s /., / .^Aie,/. A? X*/* 
v yr Sty #:/ ;■ •'.’ 4 /< ak, sr- tv?:/' / fSA+yn>y X.**/ -eePirvi.-M 
*■■:• r .j-./r ,A-/t - sy-v/ T7t$ e>&" 4 



307 


116 




<o 1±a 


s/r. 




: V 7 /h*.. 7 - /+*/*;*e S~*~> 




/Vr/ Ay 2 — 




>*« £* 7 * •**/*sK m >' F 

, r^* /w«*« /*/W4.ir srvTvS *^4* tfifst* $7*S/siOj<i 

: /Vf/i **<*a*- <*>v .A*** 4**~r 22 s/*~* A/r**rSye c^Uics^ 

' FXJ.-Gr/'*** *fA*//W +7c**ce . 

r'w t- /ne*r &£ l,>* *7AraA C»m*4e *4A*7 t *K 
7> /*)'"&* /'t**9/s/j j+Aej%/rzF4t**> A°/*f7/*e*/T 
/*>£ ^4, ^L^uZl ***> Z+sJu/r jV v-c 

>"?x /WF> Vu7&< m ' ^ ^ V^r/^eF. /*2*d /*A. J*cX FmsT/X **j#~ £>***. 

- _ T Ti w y§ 

7 V /£*> /?? f»ys<? tJZ -F LU*S/C TtyfoUp I •**/#,&*£ 

^ yv> * ^ ^ *" i7 ^ £'*&.'* F>*cs&<y tJAf^e & s*^// waszJZ. "v^S 

T?*es*- < /■ /W/?/5s^5>vT ]Le^&€ 

&0jg4/ /f So/tl 4 7e.uj . 2 tj**A}/ 7& /P'fjrAsv. r'v /?Sf* s*~4t fstmrJi: ro y 

- f-'i* //htr^-eeS*.) ■'* s?^ tse**s 

rwW/i^ .«*»/$ /X^ZjZtJT /# ustxJteJ /***. /9<*&e. £o*t. /^j 

_ #nb-e~,. A-./S Mz*jcf= »/)&/. +<r«j* A - jCi ^ £»zu«,.^ 

rt-u*ls/'**~> S+'o* ><&{<, r^y $u,A, A -~ryZ*» 

.-.** * <**- £ ~'- •****«. A „; t s y r. 

,- J^-f *x»jn 7* *£/f'- 


nex t ^^e^y ?&>*«,*. 

■ ^ rt, 'T ".. r «^ ^ %:J*Z2L 


•**faj** 


V * r // -*7e **4 **7Zteg*~*+ 


***''-(S**U* f *6., uj &//s „ ; 

Z«£ 




rr /j. - Cj oF f+s 

'S + / T«JS.w^ 


*'* <*"*/*) -/h4 SFi*^c,z> 

**+ ^yzy*y. y-y s- ***** 


Xv»^.^ 


'-*"*'•***'***+/■ A -- <f ^’- *“<*>7**1^*, 



308 






& / * A/>?y ,5^/ c.>#W€ /y frsJes^ >^9^5jjr 

v? T . ^r/'. cjo*e<t #*?*?* s^s^c'i/^A> /*9//Sr**«y ^ 

S?- PsfrtihO fr*Sfr' ^/'iW/> X7>A-W yO>f*V*^ frA&&£ -3^^ 

^ fCfrnmmmacf* *c-fr . ./“ fr?s/t>t*s r*e e.u.ss&** ^ />z ^ tJc * s y ^ 

% sst/y^y &y ^ * Vv *+? a* 'os? fr x 

JKW<^ 0#u.c~s/res( % #aj />**Ty 7Z**+ 

M. ¥'2 a£^//ip /*<yu> o/t gK/*c~ *&+**.£ **jjj 

fc- ^//>y **->u~J<f O^y^/C 4,0X2 J 0rv. tMA,Ae*7y4*<**r ^M 

» tKlZl™ c T-SfZ >r ^ - A ‘ «^^wxu4 

|? *.77***-r‘'*e ^ »V ✓>- Z ** y ^* y . '**/'*<> ;S 

^i/«wMi>*j c&/^> >//r^7‘ < w > jy jf A -ir® 

fe *•*•* w^ ~ t 5 

<;Oefe*:**‘*~ t Myfvf Me^J. -X **jAe c 7 ^CSi&r-oc,,}^ -M 

?* Usi ' <e • *'**' 7-0 '*«■* ~: r «^k 

$" ~>m- . ~JZ I; "t** ~ "»% ***1 

fc***** 

”H A* £e> '*** O' g4U r *$■ t, li**r*** 


*?*'*»* "«**+»*" ^?Z' ,e ' e ***~' S *r*^*M 

- ^ ^sJJZ'T y *** 

f% *** '*“'/£ “>1% 

?' ^ «- ^r. ^ ^ ^ ' #Sdte ^ V^4£ 

^ ^ _ 43 

00*^0444 »/=* jr<*srw+s- s**r~ * ^ 

v '-■ w^ 'l 

g^* ^, V ^ tJ: ;: ****<tJLT^ '"***<- . 

p’ts^sass c^As^l^c- 

* /a S*J . r *»r~ 7b ^ - f 

x. -'*s~-.-^ 7>f x. 


g^* ^, v ^ tJ: ;: *x**<tJLT^ '"'***<- 


’ S(e **v^«V 


6.-v«vl, y; ^ r£ r *7ZZ£!' : 

°„ r /"~ " " '*~zzrz?~ Xr?^ ; 

m>~*a*3€<vs£ frf*S/ J *et*» i£*t * '* *+***& O'T/'J.e* 0<*frs/&^ 



309 



- - -T.*-* 

^j<i <.4e*r*yt A*+u~aI A>/< 74 ery^ /4y; 

%■ u>ee/cs S' s*™ * s*c.*/jh* > c*/*x +*S ^ 

jgps««<4 **•:*€ r*‘"'£s * 7- r** y**+ u** atthUrju/e \ .'*'£3 

g_ /? £sh/*// 7/4* 7y /^// SS&& ^ dsettf jgag QS»j »» v ^ 

if /?*}*;&*> ?£*+> *** *j 6+,'aj* wtfjvj *>Jr4 o^/yy *7~*ote 

%■ »*»** **■"’*-. rce/r^j n~*. 

$ ri»*<u. £//* aM) S»*/Z /3d7* *4-?*4y//rvZh ^^r***** 

| ^e^ZaMOss y >. ^>v Z s*y /'"“' '*£***""*■ *c~*^SSi 

»z ^ZCJ^z?'/~sj£?r *'? ^4 

k TO 7hc jJ/\ / /f> . ^^5 ._. r ~ *« 

I; ~}r* * /*/£££"? ~j-m 

t Mm ^ t»c -*,*LZ;lV, Z n ”"* '~ »• -««»?3 

J«f««> ^S«s -*" S*r~S SrS >S>^c "'* *&/> ^ j- 

fc** «v t " v * *** ^4«A*tf «v *,„*«. 4X4 

7/?>A W «**'• / y /feses^c. °/=^. j^gm 

p /Us yf y&t y /A5jA>* y-AGAs *sr**s^&*+ t**’** Jr- ^ /yta-(e 

^<y /y*rzv*y , /&zc*p 77i* S* t jr 70^, '</?> ✓£> >y^ Tf ^ rdP ^ 

7 7^*^* T^yreyc # j?cAx*~*r ospsr /& y% e ^ ^ :# 

€.<*#/*& y*e Ctr^e Ki*»* ^p**#*'**- m7*+ 

SAe /^ei/Mre^ ^><w /ec^a^j^/ /% &u/~ ste />*+s 

*. 7v4 /»* 9 #ca jtejxc^ A&fJej ufcA c/* jr ^ -t 

^**™*4*yp_ >yx«^/y ^ A^\C^XZZ ^ 

OJ>'7- Oui ST <^TAc-t A/ cZf ftjtijSz 
- S^7 So-iScf 7uv<^w ^ yi^Cu^Tm * '^<Hv ^^ 5 ^ 

’^ r \^ n » , V! -i ✓ ^zVt<T> hc/ +as4+k*ZL 

^ U^^4L ^W ^ 

L< ^’ 

SSy*~i <LmSr Sl**>~* yp~M >]? rti —r<% J ^ 



&co*+ 

S7AZ+*j**7<2 £ 



310 


- -Jvltss 


p-V ' 

'»£****{• 

'£* p2J P 53&fx^'^ 7*«? **»/✓«-*.« 


iV > « v 4 >4. 

^w-r^ 


\'j&+*9 C*r/fe<* * ^ 7b Atf 1 ^£^><7^ e A*</ AfAt?*/" 

)J~S>+-tssu> -O'^/y #*&m* */ *es,&^/k£^ 
%/'&js&ftj- s*> '**&?<? &Mu**e*7~ it* ^irfaude*/ u/< i/za^yy/S^B 

^ J%rts-*-3/ jr sZ^^TV r?y &S//A* 

^TSe /* 0*j*JS TArswvey Z A/okA.** i<* /& 

djtbtfTZSv** ** ;y* J'S'*ees+S* AZe<^£L*//b^ 

%7?°€- 7As*&G CC/u,6S^> jO*+«;c*&S J~ *^ *‘*f \f* - -^'^sS 

^r- /*u*~t*o AzXsr *je4u*s*~r0 **™A^*r j^seAufj^ 

§s?A am*w*b**« ~y fixers**** *z usm*U it** fr 00 

gpjqeA, J&A&^ £~4*~p . 

|t .f13W€& "-& c^w/dT £^-, /V y^d^ y$M, SA’/Mrt'tfW AA/ 7 

% ^tu» /<-/£ j- /n /be 9 sj * sr*x? *** >^**£§1 

JT 6*/a»~ ^ 7^ Ar.^. ^ Co^SZkZrct t-*'*% ***** 4 e. 

|>/ JuCrfrie~Sr 4ur *'A*/vr’j J~>e wrfz 7*e/S Jfrvy #u$Ss*iut 
f/zy ZZZUe. TB A&TU/Ze + u*'4e*j7-*c*> V' , 

m/^TlcJr s? - vZ“ ^VZ/^iy Me/J7~ 7& 7%A°& £t**/j& /?/<***£& .j6 &A Taj %-~ - 

^ /? Ar7“ ^*/* 7^ e ^S/' ^fru»x ^ }aj7~/L o &~**c g <t ^ ^ S^'K/ £k*j)m 

^ ^ eAfo/i r#SA-£>c **><* Ke<*'~0 4r ss ^V* **'* '*<? s/S/*>m s 


1 * t W -’ j ^ ' 

c / ^ />^/ # t*^u #*/(/* t*e< *&»>* 


^ J — v- 


yyV>e ✓U#W€ /jf Afs^rf, '*J*. iJe &TZLg^/ 


At'tr#'?* *+%*#*/ fj,e 6~»'trC*T T 4 ^ J&b*? a j£t+9A#* - , ^ 

^ ASV&4, J &A ^ ***^3* 

>««% >v>^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ; 

£**>•/ f ‘'/T''** *** /$- j sa «/>&* 



3* ,*?=se^ +>4* 7 &6 c,'<j-j& 

■ ; *j ' y * v% *y ^2*^^ 

T7~Z — ^ /^f? 


SAt/’v-f Attsc^^j 

y. **-?&, «—«-<&>-*. U^e ^w r ^ 
' ‘ ^<5?l 


r jtW ; 

^ A^^Xt } ^c-> /.e / *ji£<riJ£c r7 

ifft+Z* i<u* ^-*»v j r^ */ j «j£d£'i 

-1 

A6(s&$C4 - 


Qgrd* * »*»v ^ AX * v ^/ 

Jj*<K 




^ixUtC 


■‘^Vy 

^w> -A^c’lnXT 

k 


JZr^i ) -7 Av-M *,.: v 

d ^i<-- 


,tc^ 




&>^ Cu*w «<V^t hrlJbJ C*uL6> 
- - -A? -^5 w-? ^Um.1 


311 



Wtf 




312 


116 


2 ^ . T — y * 

^ _ c * J? &-lS b&P&XT*** ce/tT.Kk- 

XtA./* UO ‘ l** f'**”' .j y/$s> 7Sr*y rsWft**- * 

+« ^ate^y ** *> ***?; *•* * 


■"»*. ~jrz£*» z?xz ~ 

%C *>-*• &£Z£«~%TZl‘ 

tf*c< iFft** ht ' lJ J/_ V^ J,I~. 

c*/&7 ~:/\ i.» jUJc^M Ac 9^S^SL. 


'SS^e ZZJ7~*v*s-** )*" ^ : r-u -Jt mm#*~ * **■* 

s j* xc-w± " sj-yj At**.™ •' i u r T y . iS t 

-*e,r. fits A*. "* y jy r#*t* *~n*~ 

n,**.** “r/trz, \L^s> 


%\r yytr,y ~ 

X) u Jt> % *•/ •'** ■ 4 ^ '‘^ » sjjrct «~ iS^v * Va^ss** g**7 • 

i n i »*" f"*'S«Z£~A*~ "* < ’~’ TKi " 


^ vir^r 7*'* **' %*' r Ta€ r/'^;a_ **» y 

p i 7 #'*r-+£+* **+"* " r /A 

frti/£*.' c r 0 $t+ee«,r* JSsMtC!' = £nS *- 


•jf/ 7^4 7 ? s 


frtl/i'*'*r jssnesr * ' * :T 

"Jyyy^^M.0 

O* *•* t>**ie* SV« »*A* '+~> a^r* ~ 

ftHr-T^XF 

'/'•'p r& A.® . 



*me*te7~ tv £r&/>* 

c '**,££, 1?>S ^y+'Tcr^ , 

^ /: /?M*f*j/r / s Cstto&f /z> 7 ^ 

// y^/er' f/zTi* £>€& r j C'A/tojTQ 

SsiSTey A&J* 1 " S'l Tf \\ £'*£ CrX^s/'S: '_ gfryjA. 

AjJ rj.-rss L * v - z*~ '•'*** '* 

y £ /?// ■^M.y.t-j > ~ //.f rsTt^n, ?-#&/.£ i vc-* -v/ 

t^e^tC*.ffi. ftn't'-f iSth't.f- r9M*y. {;'«c» X rfj^} ttcse sr 

/V-.-..--.V <►■<.■ /.^ <*■•../■•— r*y 

U^X. -* - ^ -* 1 ^* *'.*><* V * U'&l'l i 7 i 



313 


: 116 






fatf W.V07M 6<*T W* Pitc 



J £i %. C4KoF 

**■ is w/w n to™> 9*+y *to*tt. ,tT. ;Jgg 

rttjLjc ~ /9/wv, M/r*,’ju# u*fy£ />?*• /H Me* re**. *r ?.'oox+a 17?^n 
y+*A :st /trjbtt, f*if>iTiH-I. Leem A<e* S* C**‘ * r ^ y*J?M 
kt/»r€ To trO TV tsfftH. to.'oo 6e0>/ 6*’* l- ■ * > “ A ’ 

t ~Xf jtf ft* ifi't-JTt. /yf s*0 rtf’?** WffiA t JT A^> (e' J *' v 
w * »*T» * fry. T*>#t:*/» feels t*>*" , JZ4B»y A 

££fh*>s J>»sPiT*£ r see Jn*z ■&> /* +*S 
Jk<>- if jr C-e TV /tesfS 7 fl/* (/* 4 v LMJJ ]%e 
X ktpftf At* -p Si f /IUM4. O^u^ibf. 

1*1>S° a*/****^ Sfbyf M+, rZ/'fo SL+~S *»***• Jej & &|§gi 

Mtf *2 My ft>X)Z, ft Auss/Paj CuS 7V/» $HfiPt>A?'£y '}* l|8g 

iffuj. xteftuse Tv an* fte* #»»* Wttfcv itsfaut Jee*W 

VaJ' Ar^ J**~*-B £p Ae 

^ Ir it- 1"'*" W/J /t/oA ^ Jy n 4 c 

^vCi. *6-> /swr^ ^ *>« '■'".Vo- Mssjt,*. Arne*. feU iej& 

75>/ ■O* 7 " csmftfue* *** /aXX*^ y^*Xr^ 

**-X .JtX&A *-Zx. e£f~y> » 

3--3. . X/V*^ <f>‘s/''«'»Z &#&*,•<. 


+V-£ 


-£**£&* 


Ss ny c/</&£r s^L^-'rvp^c^j 

rZ* £Z*-r e ^ 4e£ x>j<r. #&?/**<//& /* s** ^ 

yc u M ^u. C^W/VA-rv^i 1 /* S?OX? /^/// /c^/* 

tpu/tj /*&' eXf^e XfiXAKr* 

SW/c* jrjy^ o, T*X"-S ,T4 /9^ stx ^ ^ 

i/ t ‘$0 fifr/rt'vfi' T& He 7&-i*-*sr <*b**^*A^ Avnlr* 

(A* oAUV JWt*e 7Z> r*f* 7#<r &'S 72> *eC/i*> 

cjff/y op 7*e /WAX'**- St jt4P& fitr* 7hc to 

00)^^ eciiftf # /v*<^ A^/l* PM *//ef( fyyj tyju 

ZTfny"'T*'* , f/ey~, ro suffer My * c*& 

AtRiL, - 



314 


£*yjb 

jTl&GjCxrtO j • • 


)£?//■ 

//<rt&+*. 9 > «iy 
?n^i/L f , 

/?j /?£*. 


a^^JUs<rJf 4^ Jyiifwf 
t e^ia. /?. i { *ffi***~ (P ^sCf 

eJtri&ijtij J6t*i4*x . *^S asy^t* , 

yyi^ju^u 7l/- (?stu*s»-&P f a-o 

J*e**r*A* o~* sUAi<4ij/~oSJ&lf % S.#., 

£ tU? s#LfyxnH f ' 

v-^yy t>-&hi cP- rut>— c&br 

.**~JZsu U*ZI ^ *^- 


JFK Exhibit F-492 



315 



JFK Exhibit F-493 






316 


JFK Exhibit F-494 


^ r l Z'Y g~*S u.:r' 

£? / ZT\p ^ ^ f' ^ 

, . .-/ . r>v^^/ * Ap cnXco*'V, y 

*-<z *' J-oKr-s*^ trM-' ^ 

° ^ * 7 )lM Li Pf) ^ ^ 

n i y^ y -A ; v • >" i 

,5 ‘ * ^ r ' V” 

U^fi/u . *, (Jr/. w- J* 

f'jj -'C'ZZ 

c? X-f y^^//vir.;/ 

) f^J. ' — iAf^ ~-~T-; 

' t j/» s^A^Y. ^ 

\J* , 1 ^ ,» r *” _A. Johnson 

^zz-tfA A -Exhibit#! 


'yy^J? 4*^7 OrU 4 ^— - 


yto ^ O ' Wt -^^1 


^ 7r- 


,-f V - 4 

/J.^J JU~JZmQ(^ -z& 

/V / / ✓'.-7' • ' . . . • 


x y 




^ —t- 


" V ^* 


JFtc. &m\d,\T f-4^T9 



317 



41-373 0 - 79-21 



318 




319 


Mfrorrici 

uao«.r 


3 

postmaster 

mj 

DATE SOX CLOSED 

\ 




APPLICANT PLEASE NOTE: Completion of thie application aigniAee your wilUngneaa to oompty with oil poet t 
rutem role tire to the renting and uee of Poet OfAoe Bom. 

NAME or AFMJCAKT {Print or type ) 


V* **••• w . 


HUH or rum OK COWOMTIOII ill box it naM lax omod mthxe) 


/y*y cvN*- cot^yyf, yy<r «? 

<r C / I/, > T /g*-S~ ts"\s ' a 


ESS *BWM (Mb., et r ee^ end eone) 


HOME ADM ESS {No., etreet, and eone ) 

J6/C A/- 


J>-/7 




DATE 0T AFHJCATK* 


9k>v. 



JFK Exhibit F-495 






320 


FOR 

POST OFFICE 
USE ONLY 




®pl 9 - E52 1 * '**]£ p / A' 


DATE BOX OPENED 


APPLICANT PLEASE NOTE: Completion of thia application aignihea roar willingneaa to comply with mil postal 
rule* relative to the renting and uee of Poet Office boxea. 

NAME OF APPLICANT ( Print or type) 

< g£f< 

NAME OF FIRM OR CORPORATION (// box ie rented for uee of either) 


I*) 
* -3 


KINO OF BUSINESS 


BUSINESS address (Mb., at root, mod com) 




I 


■ AOOMS (Wo., ,tn .1, oorfooao) 

3^/9 /'^4'zW/r'e 




••NATURE OF APWJCAWT .-r 


DATE OF APPLICATION 


C' cf '*3- 


For Pcet Office Uee Only 

INITIALS OF CLERK 

INITIALS OF CARRIER 

BOX MO. 

ENTERED IN DIRECTORY W 



J> 5" 


CHECKED BELOW 


THE FOLLOWING MUST BE COMPLETED AND SIGNED BEFORE P.O. BOX IS ASSIGNED 

DELIVER MAIL IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

□ ALL EXCEPT SPECIAL 
DELIVERY IN BOX 

I OTHER INST 
J (Explain) 


HBTRUpTIONS CHECI 

VX all incuidii 
IlJ DELIVERY IN 


J ALL OTHER MAIL TO BE DELIVERED AS ADDRESSED. 


SPECIAL DELIVERY MAIL ONLY (Deliver ae checked below) 

n deliver to local residence at 

(Mo., atreet, and rone) 



NAMES OF PERSONS ENTITLED !© receive mail THROUOH BOX (Ifboxie rented to a Arm. tooheda the full a 
member a whoee mail la to be placed In bom.) 


aoieec hot it a — 



JFK Exhibit F-496 










321 


JFK Exhibit F-497 





s* *■*.».> vjT? 


<* N ** ty V * \ > y y ‘>o +_ 1 


-2 ^ 







322 




323 


JFK Exhibit F-498 


. { 




'*> // ' v - ‘ v C " A. Johnson 

; / V. x 3c' C 0/ "Exhibit #4 

w t C. -iiv.w 

' ■ - c, 


'Cc .lT^/ <rr t « 








, ..~<C V s 




1/ 


A^i 


.^ •r' .^-y. /f ^■-‘3 


w< * V-A * 


j-r i , 


— t t^c - 


7 ?. ^i. C "'< » »- £ v_ 

^ V , ^ c Z c V . 

^ ^C'C cc'^ 




: syry ^ 2Z.C'-' 

/ / y 


‘t *. ^ c<jj *"^w > ^ «'/• y' v ? ^ 




h-v; 


,.y ^ 


,^-^y J^'-r . 

^ r -e~*Z,'x- > ~-eJ O&'lixS- ' 


s yc sl ^ ^ >- 

„ ^2^C ^c-<r-cf.c/ 

llic GLy ^ *«. -C **^-c ^ 


y~0 




->• ** 


TsL.^.-^t- JZl y~~*) t ■- 

r r ' ' .-• .: / 


„.*- .... - 


*>" ^ ✓/ ^7 »»ly’ ■ — r £~l*r' ^ t l\^ 


* » 1 >-/ t. -£y ^ <' ■-' " 


^ , hl- A: .* - y^ t ^ ^ *«’ r-v# <'. . f r v <r* t • > 4 ?T 

' y * / 



324 


i 

I 

i 


r 1 cCy / £Uz l ^' 

/ _ />«-■ -, -s ^. 3 i- • C~J^- 

<r? ^ ' ' / 

_ ;’ As-eUr-' <***■ X S/" ''■:<■'>■ *■— ■■ ■■ •-»-* 


V -r— ' /-> 'i- 


• ,../. .... > t -.- 


£?V. / /- 7y V - >.c,. <irS «'«■'* *v *« < J, ~y 

i/ +' y 


r ^/ f 


£-/ 






r ,‘S -S 




v -v^c' 

>‘ 


*7 dT^r; 








( y ^-^<7 C'-f -^**-**r . ^ 

/L 1 ^TXc ' ^ t .c ^ ^ ^) 


* t ^>. c^l A* ~~y Ot ' '^-rt. 


<*><* jU'V.i^- 


■:J:,.r /^ '^-y L 7 --^ ?<■ S. <j.ry 

:< ,. ./'I; »^y '-^-y-V* '^<-' 7 ^ t 

r- t ’v. / .y.* S 

A. Johnson I 
Exhibit #4 / 



325 


— ? 


cr. c A 








Y^y ‘Y u ^ 

,,^tl A e -z, : \.5t-> ,- W- » 


\.?Vv £«..<<« 


j/- * C. , c. 

c c - .jy,, _ ? 

— . ^ r ~ , 

_ y ' -y-" -' 

' jA~^ 9->W, ^-2-<- .(. A , 


~ < A-' l 

<-'■’ - A- A r9 -f. -^-Cj . 


.>-« -*■ Cr.-^'-^ 


* y y^c 




-c ^ 


■A’ -r^uA ^<As- t-/ ^AAo-A' 


C: n '■ 


J^jUxA, Jf? sfLs TA^^AA^ _ 


yfjYA—'A ^A'-x^ rr 


A. Johnson 
Exhibit #4 


ft ' C Y A? 

- ' A- ,./,/ 







JFK Exhibit F-500 


Identification 


'Commission Exhibit I03 










^ ~ sy*Z 

1^ .-, ^ -*T* 

^ ^4 F4T *v*+-*^ 

- X w -'- y-r'X Jt ™ X 

S /’fe, «3v*. -Z» / i V2Z' UA-tP ^OC^. 

** ^ *-^-Z 77fl& „ o»&6 ^ 5 ^ / ’ 

^ tA>uA^ FZA^^J^, 

ZXi*S<42 TOS& O^rz^P if^ p^i .flf S*f? |T XT* ^JZ.-c^r^ ^-w^n 

* -O^SU** $ -r~^7 -**4 c-£ZZ2Z£Z> 






D-441321 AX 







348 


JFK Exhibit F-509 


PAYEE MUST ENDO«'* BELOW ON LINE MARKED "PAYEE" 

OWNERSHIP W. THIS ORDER MAY BE TRANSFERRED TO ANOTHER 
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Mr. Klein. For the record, there are certain documents in that 
group of documents which have already been introduced as com- 
mittee exhibits, and they are JFK committee exhibits F-183, F-184, 
F-400A, F-401, F-402, F-407, and F-408. 

Mr. McNally, do you recognize those documents? 

Mr. McNally. Yes; I do. 

Mr. Klein. Did the entire panel have an opportunity to view 
those documents? 

Mr. McNally. They did. 

Mr. Klein. Did the panel members after examining those docu- 
ments come to any conclusions with respect to those documents? 

Mr. McNally. Yes; they did. 

Mr. Klein. Would you please tell the committee what they con- 
cluded. 

Mr. McNally. The conclusion of the panel was that the writing 
on all of these original documents was all done by the same indi- 
vidual. That also included a number of photographs and photo 
reproductions. We also concluded these were done by the same 
individual. However, a word of caution must be introduced here 
because there are four or five of these documents which were only 
photo reproductions or photographs examined and compared with 
the other writings. These photographs of course cannot be exam- 
ined with the same detail that the original document can be, and 
there is always some possibility that there are some alterations or 
something on these particular photographs which cannot be deter- 
mined because they are not the original document. 

There is only one document on which we jointly could not arrive 
at any specific conclusion, and that is the so-called note, JFK 
exhibit F-506. That particular document is a very fuzzy reproduc- 
tion and that particular reproduction we could not make any defi- 
nite determination as to whether or not it was the same writing as 
all the other writings examined and compared and determined to 
be from the same individual. 

Mr. Klein. Mr. Chairman, I should state for the record that in 
every case the staff attempted to get an original document for the 
panel, and only in those cases where no original existed or an 
original could not be located were photocopies used. 

Mr. McNally, is it the conclusion of the panel that in all cases 
where original documents were provided they were written by the 
same person? 

Mr. McNally. It is. 

Mr. Klein. At this time, Mr. McNally, I would like to draw your 
attention to the following documents. In each case I would ask that 
you take the document out of the group of documents before you. 
First the examination of the applicant by the recruiting officer, 
which is marked JFK F-480 and dated October 24, 1956. 

Mr. McNally. Right. 

Mr. Klein. Second, the declaration requesting U.S. citizenship be 
revoked, JFK F-488, dated November 3, 1959. 

Mr. McNally. Right. 

Mr. Klein. Third, the New Orleans Police Department finger- 
print card, JFK F-400, dated August 9, 1963. 

Mr. McNally. Right. 
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Mr. Klein. Four, the application for Cuban visa, JFK F-408, 
dated September 27, 1963. 

Mr. McNally. Right. 

Mr. Klein. Last, the application for employment, JFK F-503, 
dated October 15, 1963. 

Mr. McNally. Right. 

Mr. Klein. Mr. McNally, the first document was signed when 
Lee Harvey Oswald joined the Marines in 1956. The second docu- 
ment was written and signed when he was in the Soviet Union in 
1959. The third document was signed when he was arrested in New 
Orleans in August of 1963. the fourth document was signed when 
he was in Mexico City in September of 1963, and the fifth docu- 
ment was signed when he returned to Dallas in October of 1963. 

All of the documents are signed either Lee Harvey Oswald or 
Lee H. Oswald. In the opinion of the panel, were all of these 
documents signed by the same person? 

Mr. McNally. It is. 

Mr. Klein. Mr. Chairman, I would ask that the following 
blowups marked JFK F-480A, F-488A, F-400A, F-408A, F-503A be 
received as committee exhibits and shown to the witness. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, they may be received. 

[JFK exhibits F-480A, F-488A, F-400A, F-408A, and F-503A are 
enlargements of JFK exhibits F-480, F-488, F-400, F-408, and 
F-503 which were previously entered.] 

Mr. Klein. Mr. McNally, perhaps if you walked over to the easel 
it would be easier for you to see these blowups. Do you recognize 
these blowups, Mr. McNally? 

Mr. McNally. I do. 

Mr. Klein. Are they fair and accurate representations of the 
original documents examined by the panel? 

Mr. McNally. They are. 

Mr. Klein. Would you please explain to the committee, using the 
blowups, why the panel concluded that these five documents were 
written by the same person. 

Mr. McNally. We examined and compared the signatures on all 
five of these particular documents. In the examination comparison 
of these particular signatures the first part of the examination was 
a determination as to whether or not all of these signatures agreed 
in their general characteristics. That would be insofar as the skill 
of the writing is concerned, the slant of the writing, the propor- 
tions of the letters one to each other, particularly the small letters, 
in height as to the capital letters, the lateral placement of the 
letters within the names which make up the particular signatures, 
the alinement of the various names of the signatures in relation- 
ship to each other. 

What is more, specifically, we examined and compared the indi- 
vidual letters which make up the signatures, Lee Harvey Oswald 
and Lee H. Oswald as to whether or not they agree essentially in 
design, form, and their configuration. 

Throughout all of the signatures we found that, first of all, 
insofar as the general writing pattern of the signatures was con- 
cerned, those characteristics that were mentioned, all of these sig- 
natures agreed. 
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In the second part of the signature comparison, a much more 
specific examination as to individual letter design, we found also 
that the signatures agreed. 

There are some variations which occur among all of these signa- 
tures, and this is to be expected in normal handwriting, particular- 
ly handwritting written over a period of time that stretched from 
1956 all the way over here on this particular document from 1959 
and 1963. 

There is a slight variation which occurs, of course, as I men- 
tioned, indicating normalcy, but the writings are consistent one 
with the other. 

The writing of the first name Lee on the 1956 document and here 
the writing of “Lee'’ in 1959, one is the same as the other. 

The fluent writing pattern that we have in 1956 is repeated in 
1959, repeated in 1963, and again over here in 1963. 

There is some slight variation between the capital “H” of Harvey 
here and the capital “H” of Harvey in the 1959 document. Howev- 
er, the basic construction of the “H” in the interior formation here, 
particularly at the lower right in 1956 and 1959 agreed. The same 
construction of “H” in 1963 in the New Orleans fingerprint form, 
and this is similar to the writing of the “H” on the 1959 document. 

We have that same construction of “H” over here on the Cuban 
visa in 1963, and the same construction back over here in 1963 on 
the employment application. 

On two of these documents we have the name Harvey written 
out, that is in 1956, and in 1959 and the interior construction of “a- 
r-v-e-y” of the 1956 document and the 1959 document agrees. There 
is some slight variation here in the 1956 document. We have a 
comeback on the lower loop of the “y” and here in the 1959 
document the “ y ” just goes straight down, but this is a normal 
variation, nothing inconsistent about it. 

In the writing of Oswald on the 1956 document the construction 
here in the writing of that particular word agrees with those in 
1959. Again, a slight variation in the fact that the “o” continues on 
to the “s” in the 1956 document, and there is a slight hiatus 
between the “o” and “s” in the 1959 document. 

When we come to the fingerprint form, here we have the same 
construction on this fingerprint form. The “o” joins the “s”, flows 
right into the “s”, as found on this form in 1956. 

We have that followed through, the same as the 1956 form, the 
“o” joins the “s” on the Cuban visa, and the same thing occurs on 
the employment application. The slight hiatus between the “o” and 
“s” on the 1959 form is a normal variation of the individual's 
handwriting. 

In all of these you will note the ending “1-d” combination. On all 
five of these combinations the “1” is always smaller than the “d”. 
The “d” is an odd form in 1956. Here the “d” comes back a little 
farther down to the line of writing, again a normal variation. Here 
we have the “d” in 1963 in a fingerprint form akin to the “d” over 
here in the 1956 form. 

The writing of the “d” again here agrees with the “d” as written 
on the fingerprint form in 1956, and here we have an affectation 
on the employment application where there is a little flourish on 
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the “d” but again the basic construction of this “d” is taller than 
the preceding “1” and largely agrees with the other four signatures. 

Since all of these signatures conformed in both general and 
specific characteristics — there are no significant differences among 
them — we came to the conclusion that all five of these signatures 
were written by one and the same individual. 

Again with that slight caveat here, that this is a photograph of 
an original signature. We did not have the opportunity to examine 
and compare the original. However, from this photograph and the 
examinations that can be conducted of it, the writing pattern is 
free, fluent, easy, no indications of abnormalities, no hesitation, no 
tremor, is in basic agreement with the other four signatures, and 
therefore we conclude that all five signatures emanate from the 
same individual. 

Mr. Klein. For the record, the caveat you are speaking of was 
applicable to the Cuban visa application? 

Mr. McNally. That is right, because it is not an original docu- 
ment and cannot be examined microscopically. 

Mr. Klein. Is there any evidence to indicate any of these docu- 
ments were forged or altered? 

Mr. McNally. There is none. 

Mr. Klein. At this time would you please be seated, Mr McNally. 
I would now direct your attention to exhibit JFK F-504, which is a 
microfilm reproduction of an order form to Klein’s Sporting Goods 
Co. for a rifle, plus the envelope in which the order form was sent; 
and JFK F-509, which is a money order made out to Klein’s 
Sporting Goods Co., both of which documents have the name Hidell 
on them. 

Mr. McNally. I have both of them. 

Mr. Klein. JFK F-504 and F-509; do you recognize those docu- 
ments? 

Mr. McNally. I do. 

Mr. Klein. Did the entire panel have an opportunity to examine 
those documents? 

Mr. McNally. They did. 

Mr. Klein. Did the panel reach a conclusion with respect to 
those documents? 

Mr. McNally. They did. 

Mr. Klein. What was that conclusion? 

Mr. McNally. That JFK exhibit F-504 and F-509 were written 
by the same person, again with the caveat. JFK exhibit F-504 is a 
photo reproduction of a microfilm. 

Mr. Klein. The document, which is marked F-509, the money 
order, is an original document; is it not? 

Mr. McNally. It was; yes. 

Mr. Klein. And your conclusion is they were written by the 
same person who wrote the other documents? 

Mr. McNally. That is right. 

Mr. Klein. I would ask at this time, Mr. Chairman, that blowups 
marked JFK F-504A and F-509A be received as exhibits and 
shown to the witness. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, they may be received in the 
record at this point. 
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[JFK exhibits F-504A and F-509A are enlargements of JFK ex- 
hibits F-504 and F-509 which were previously entered.] 

Mr. Klein. Once again, Mr. McNally, would you go to the easel, 
please. Do you recognize these blowups, sir? 

Mr. McNally. I do. 

Mr. Klein. What are they blowups of? 

Mr. McNally. These are blowups of the original photo reproduc- 
tion. In the case of this particular blowup here, this is an enlarge- 
ment of JFK exhibit F-504, and this enlargement of the postal 
money order in an enlargement 

Mr. Klein. Is that the money order? 

Mr. McNally. Yes; F-504, and the money order is F-509. 

Mr. Klein. Are these blowups fair and accurate representations 
of the documents examined by the panel? 

Mr, McNally. They are. 

Mr. Klein. Using the blowups, would you explain why the panel 
reached its conclusion? 

Mr. McNally. We examined and compared the writings on the 
microfilm reproduction with the original postal money order issued 
as payable to Klein's Sporting Goods. The same process, of course, 
was involved, an examination and comparison of the general writ- 
ing characteristics which appear on this microfilmed reproduction, 
versus the writing which appears on the U.S. postal money order. 

The writing pattern on both of these documents is the same, the 
same degree of skill, the same slant pattern. The writing has a 
continuity and a cohesion, a continuous flow in the formation of 
“Hidell”, “Dallas, Texas," “Klein's," “Chicago, Illinois." It flows 
right along in the same manner, as we have in the writing flow on 
the postal money order. 

The individual letter designs that occur in the writing of the 
name and the address and the names and addresses on the micro- 
film reproduction and the writing of the various letters on the 
postal money order correspond. 

In both instances on the microfilmed reproduction here we have 
a parallel, the writing of “Hidell" here in the top of the microfilm 
and the “A. Hidell," which occurs over here on the postal money 
order. The writing construction in both instances is the same, just 
a slight variation in the “H" in “Hidell" in the microfilm reproduc- 
tion, but the rest of the writing conforms to the writing “A. Hidell" 
on the U.S. postal money order. 

In the writing of “Dallas, Texas," this particular writing pattern 
here in the upper left-hand corner agreed with the writing of 
“Dallas, Texas/' over here on the U.S. postal money order. 

The variation occurring here is that in the return address on the 
postal money order a small “t" has been used versus a capital “T" 
utilized down here. 

In this “Texas" here in the writing of the “x-a-s" right in this 
portion here just following the “x" there is a slight hitch almost 
like a small undotted “i". That same formation occurs over here 
just before the “a" here a little hitch in the writing pattern. 

The overall writing on both the microfilm and on the postal 
money order correspond to the extent that we came to the conclu- 
sion both were written by the same individual, again with that 
caveat that this is a reproduction. As a matter of fact, this if from 
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a microfilm, and it has been blown up from the microfilm itself so 
that it lacks clarity and detail. But the impression gotten from 
examining this particular document and comparing it with the 
writing of the original document, the postal money order, is that 
the writing flows. The line quality of that on this document and 
that on the postal money order corresponds; the letter designs 
correspond. There is no significant difference between the writing 
on the microfilm and the writing we have in the money order or 
the writing we have here, for instance, on the employment applica- 
tion. 

Further, the hand printing on this particular form here, which 
was laid over the envelope when it was recorded, this hand print- 
ing, “A. Hidell, Post Office Box 2915, Dallas, Texas,” corresponds to 
that which we have in this employment application and also a 
letter which backed up this employment application, specifically 
some writing in the lower left-hand corner of that letter. 

We did conclude again (with that slight caveat) that the writing 
of the microfilm in both the script writing here and the hand print 
here were written by the same individual who wrote out the postal 
money order and the employment application. 

Mr. Klein. Was there any evidence to indicate that either of 
these documents were forged or altered? 

Mr. McNally. From the examinations that could be made, abso- 
lutely no evidence. 

Mr. Klein. At this time I would again ask that you be seated. 

I would direct your attention to the document marked JFK 
F-506, dated November 8, 1963. 

Mr. McNally. I have it. 

Mr. Klein. Do you recognize that document? 

Mr. McNally. I do. 

Mr. Klein. For the record could you read that document, please? 

Mr. McNally. In the upper right-hand corner is the date Novem- 
ber— N-o-v 8, 1963: “Dear Mr. Hunt: I would like information con- 
cerning”— c-o-n-c-e-r-d-i-n-g— “concerning my position. I am asking 
only for information. I am suggesting that we discuss the matter 
fully before any steps are taken by me or anyone else. Thank you. 
Lee Harvey Oswald”. 

Mr. Klein. Mr. Chairman, I should state for the record that a 
copy — not the original but a copy — of the document was sent in 
1975 to an author of a book on the Kennedy assassination. It was 
sent anonymously and he allowed the panel to see the copy that he 
had of that document. I would ask that the blowup marked JFK 
F-506A be received as a committee exhibit and shown to the wit- 
ness. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, it has been received as a 
committee exhibit and entered into the record at this point. 

[JFK exhibit F-506A is an enlargement of JFK exhibit F-506 
which was previously entered.] 

Mr. Klein. Is that a fair and accurate representation of the 
document you have before you? 

Mr. McNally. It is. 

Mr. Klein. Once again I would ask that you walk over to the 
easel, please. 



358 


Using the blowup, will you explain why the panel could not 
reach a conclusion with respect to that document? 

Mr. McNally. The reason we could not reach any conclusion 
regarding this particular document is, number 1, this of course is a 
photo reproduction. It is a peculiar type of photo reproduction in 
the fact that we have a photo reproduction, yet at the same time it 
has some of the characteristics of being photo reproduced from a 
microfilm enlargement which was originally out of focus. So that 
on this particular document here — and I made the original slide 
from which this enlargement was made — the photo reproduction 
was quite fuzzy. This is an extremely good reproduction of that 
particular fuzzy original photo reproduction. 

In this particular case it is so fuzzy that an accurate examination 
could not be made of it. The feature about this document — as it 
relates to the other documents as written containing the name Lee 
Harvey Oswald and all the other writing that we have here — is 
that this document itself, although the writing pattern or the 
overall letter designs are consistent with those as written on the 
other documents, this is much more precisely and much more 
carefully written. 

There is no great deviation from the writing of Oswald insofar as 
individual letter design forms are concerned. However, it is the 
method of writing that is so precise and so careful, it is a little bit 
out of the ordinary from most of the writing that I have seen. 

Strangely enough, getting down to the signature of this particu- 
lar document, a part of the signature agrees with the signature of 
Oswald or the other writings we have signed “Lee Harvey Oswald,” 
and part of it does not agree with his. Insofar as the original or the 
beginning writing “Lee”, that corresponds to “Lee” as written by 
Lee Harvey Oswald throughout the bulk of the signatures we have 
seen. 

In the writing of the middle name Harvey, to begin with, the 
“H” comes way over here to the left-hand side and is sort of 
pointed. It comes to a type of triangle which is flattened at the top, 
and that particular type of “H” we do not find in any of the 
signatures of Lee Harvey Oswald. 

Another peculiar feature here also is the fact that though not all 
of the signatures of Mr. Oswald are signed “Lee Harvey Oswald,” 
there are seven or eight where we do have the name “Lee Harvey 
Oswald” signed in full and in none of them do we have a mispell- 
ing. In this particular signature “H-a” and we have a little slurring 
off here and a “v” and a “y”. So that part of this signature is 
missing, and that does not occur in any of the other Oswald signa- 
tures. 

Again in the writing of the latter part of “Oswald,” very unusual 
in all of the Oswald signatures that we have seen. In this particu- 
lar instance the “d” is smaller and much more precise than the 
preceding “1.” This is another characteristic which does not occur 
consistently in the other Oswald signatures. So a suspicion is 
aroused by the fact that this is an extremely precise type of writing 
even though it does agree basically with the overall writing charac- 
teristics of the previous Oswald writings. And a suspicious circum- 
stance in the fact that that middle name “Lee Harvey” differs 
significantly in the “H,” in the misspelling of the word, and a 



359 


slight aberration in the lower part of the “y” and in the latter part 
of the signature “Oswald.” And for these reasons we were unable 
to come to any firm conclusion regarding this particular document. 
It is suspicion, although we are not able to accurately determine 
that it is specifically a forgery and at the same time not able to 
accurately determine whether or not it corresponds to all of the 
other writings that we have identified. 

Mr. Klein. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions. 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you, counsel. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Sawyer, 
for such time as he may consume. 

Mr. Sawyer. Well, I assume with the exception of the document 
that is now being displayed, the Hunt letter, the committee, or the 
panel, was unanimous on all of these other decisions. 

Mr. McNally. They were. 

Mr. Sawyer. Were there some of the panel who felt that that 
Hunt letter was written by the same person as the others were? 

Mr. Klein. No; we were pretty much in agreement on that; not 
sure of it, suspicious of that particular document. It stood out, quite 
frankly, like a sore thumb. 

Mr. Sawyer. There was unanimity in the suspicion, I assume? 

Mr. McNally, There was. 

Mr. Sawyer. I think that is all I have. Thank you, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. The 
gentleman from North Carolina, Mr. Preyer. 

Mr. Preyer. No questions. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Stokes. The gentleman from the District of Columbia, 
Mr. Fauntroy. 

Mr. Fauntroy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McNally, I simply have two questions. The first is: In the 
handwriting analysis which you have done on the first three docu- 
ments you have pointed up, to what extent might handwriting 
machines reproduce signatures that would defy detection? 

Mr. McNally. I do not think they defy detection. What you get 
with a handwriting machine is actually an imitation 

Mr. Fauntroy. Certainly. 

Mr. McNally [continuing]. Where you get — it has to have a 
model to follow, so that actually what would occur is that you get a 
slavish imitation of, say, an original signature. But with all of 
these writings we have a normal variation, there is no slavish 
imitation. As a matter of fact, you don't even get a situation among 
these particular signatures, where if you wrote like 5 or 10 signa- 
tures in a row you get a very, very close similarity. In these 
particular cases here we have a very good sample of an inconsist- 
ent pattern of handwriting which is actually very consistent. It all 
tends to follow a certain theme of writing. There is no — none of 
these signatures, which are actually very much like the other 
signature in the fact that they fit together — there is no deviation 
whatsoever. There is always that slight variation there, which is 
strongly indicative of normality and authenticity. 
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Mr. Fauntroy. So that you conclusion is that it could not have 
been done using machines, otherwise you would have detected the 
precise copying of the signatures as on all three documents? 

Mr. McNally. Right. It has in there a carelessness about it 
which you do not see in any machine-made signature. 

Mr. Fauntroy. All right, thank you. 

The second question has to do with the Hunt letter there. Assum- 
ing that that is a forgery, how would you put together such a 
forgery? Is it possible for a person to so analyze the writing of 
another person as to reproduce it in reasonable facsimile? 

Mr. McNally. Oh, yes. As a matter of fact, we had a famous case 
some years ago where there was pages and pages of writing repro- 
duced in the so-called Irving-Hughes situation back in the seven- 
ties. It was very difficult at that time to determine whether it was 
good or bad. 

Mr. Fauntroy. What is the peculiar capability required to do 
that? Are there persons who are particularly skilled at forgery in 
that kind of detail, that kind of length? 

Mr. McNally. Yes, there are. As a matter of fact, they exist all 
over. You have them in the criminal field where, let's say with a 
quick study you could turn out something like this, particularly 
since Oswald's general writing pattern is simple and tends to be 
rather legible, and to turn out something like that would be not 
particularly difficult. The strange feature is that if you turn out 
something like that, then to get down into one of the more impor- 
tant aspects of the signature and turn up with a misspelling. 

Mr., Fauntroy. Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentlemen has expired. The 
gentleman from Connecticut, Mr. McKinney. 

Mr. McKinney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I will be very brief. I just wanted to emphasize the points vou 
made on the signature. Looking at the various different exhibits 
that we have that show the signature Lee Harvey Oswald, most of 
them from the Marine Corps, loyalty oaths, so on and so forth, 
Harvey is always spelled correctly. Right? 

Mr. McNally. It is. 

Mr. McKinney. And in full. And in fact in looking at them as a 
novice in this, there isn't even really a runoff from one letter to 
the other. Each letter is quite distinct. 

Mr. McNally. Generally there is, yes, sir. 

Mr. McKinney. Isn't it also true that in almost every signature 
that we have, when Oswald is written the “d" is at least, say, a 
fourth higher than the “1” at the very end, at the crown of the “d," 
or whatever you call it? 

Mr. McNally. Yes; it tends to rise disproportionately above the 

Mr. McKinney. Whereas it does not appear 

Mr. McNally. It is quite smaller. 

Mr. McKinney. That is all I have. 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

The gentleman from Indiana, Mr. Fithian. 

Mr. Fithian. Thank you. 

I have but one question. On balance, this Hunt letter, do you find 
more similarities or dissimilarities overall in comparison to the 
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other writings or letters, words that all seem to agree in the other 
documents? 

Mr. McNally. The peculiar feature about this is in the situa- 
tion — which arouses suspicion — is that it is better than most of the 
others. It really is, like almost a classic example, particularly the 
body of the letter, the writing on the other Oswald letters, except 
written much better and much more precisely. In effect, what I am 
trying to say is that what you have here is a great deal of care was 
taken in the writing of this particular document, whereas most of 
the writings that I find in all of the other previous writings, they 
are quite carelessly and sloppily written. There are no significant 
dissimilarities in the body of this particular letter, the context, 
until you come down to the signature. 

Mr. Fithian. And are you saying, then, you are unable to render 
a decision on this? 

Mr. McNally. That is right. In this particular case the original 
would necessarily have to be checked. It could very well be a 
situtation where this thing has been patched together from original 
writing of Oswald. It can be done using a photo reproduction 
process. 

Mr. Fithian. Is it your opinion that it is a fake? 

Mr. McNally. No; I am not certain on this particular document. 

Mr. Fithian. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. McNally, now as you are concluding your testimony before 
this committee, you are entitled under our rules to a period of 5 
minutes, if you so desire, to explain or expand upon your testimony 
in any way. I extend to you such time, if you desire it at this time. 

Mr. McNally. I will take only a minute. 

Chairman Stokes. Sure. 

Mr. McNally. What we have here and what we have examined 
and compared was writing which covered a period from 1956 until 
1963. And over that period of time in all of these particular docu- 
ments and just to restate what I have said before, it was our 
considered opinion, all three members of the panel, that all of the 
original documents were written by one and the same individual. 
The photo reproductions with the exception of the so-called Hunt 
letter, in our opinion again, with the caveat that they are photo 
reproductions and cannot be microscopically examined, that we feel 
that these letters were written by the same individual; in other 
words, Lee Harvey Oswald. The Hunt letter, because of the circum- 
stances surrounding it, it is extremely poor reproduction, and also 
because of the circumstances surrounding — the suspicion surround- 
ing the signature we were unable to make any definite decision 
regarding that particular letter. 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you very much, Mr. McNally. On 
behalf of the committee, I want to express our appreciation both to 
you and to the other members of this destinguished panel on which 
you served for the services that you have rendered to the House 
and to this committee. We thank you very much for your service. 

Mr. McNally. Thank you, sir. 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you. 

The Chair recognizes Professor Blakey. 
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Mr. Blakey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Another way the com- 
mittee has tried to shed light on the so-called two-Oswald mystery 
is by comparing photographs taken over the years of the man 
identified as Lee Harvey Oswald, photographs taken when he was 
in the Marines, after his return from the Soviet Union, and during 
the period he was detailed at the Dallas police headquarters on 
November 22 to November 24, 1963. 

To try to determine if the photographs in question show the 
same person, the committee asked a panel of anthropologists to 
study them, to see if the shape and structural features of the face 
match from photo to photo. Mr. Chairman, before proceeding with 
an analysis of the photographs, it is necessary that we note and 
take testimony on an issue that has been raised about one of them, 
the photograph of Oswald when he was in the Marines. In it, the 
head, appearing before a height chart, appears to be disproportion- 
ate in length, leading some critics to claim it had been doctored. 
Sergeant Cecil Kirk, director of the mobile crime lab of the Metro- 
politan Police Department in Washington, D.C., is here to discuss 
that aspect of the photo in question. 

Sergeant Kirk will also address alleged differences in Oswald’s 
height as he appeared in different photographs. The committee will 
recall that Sergeant Kirk has already testified in these hearings. It 
would be appropriate at this time, Mr. Chairman, to call Sergeant 
Kirk. 

Chairman Stokes. The committee calls Sergeant Kirk. 

Good morning, Sergeant Kirk. You have previously testified and 
you have been sworn 

Sergeant Kirk. That is right. 

Chairman Stokes [continuing]. In these proceedings and you un- 
derstand you are still under the same oath? 

Sergeant Kirk. Yes, sir; I do. 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you. The Chair recognizes counsel Mi- 
chael Goldsmith. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

FURTHER TESTIMONY OF SGT. CECIL KIRK, DIRECTOR, 

MOBILE CRIME LABORATORY, METROPOLITAN POLICE DE- 
PARTMENT, WASHINGTON, D.C. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Sergeant Kirk, I would ask you to refer to what 
has been marked as JFK Exhibit F-166, which is the enlargement 
showing Lee Harvey Oswald on the left, and I would like to ask 
you, what issue did this photograph present to the photographic 
evidence panel? 

Sergeant Kirk. Yes, sir. This is the photograph that was taken 
by the U.S. Marine Corps induction center at the time Lee Harvey 
Oswald was inducted into the Marine Corps. And the photographic 
panel was asked to examine the photograph to see if: (1) It could be 
determined whether it was a faked or composite photograph; and 
(2) to make a determination of whether the apparent disparity in 
the height chart and the head length, could be explained. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I would ask you at this time. Sergeant Kirk, to 
refer to what has been marked as JFK F-564, which is the exhibit 
on the right, and I would ask you to explain how the photographic 
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evidence panel addressed the issue of Oswald’s purported 13-inch 
head. 

Sergeant Kirk. Well, the exhibit on the right is a demonstration 
conducted at Metropolitan Police Headquarters. It depicts a Metro- 
politan Police officer, W. W. Lee. The photograph on the extreme 
left of the three photos shows Officer Lee with his back against a 
height chart. It indicates that he is a little over 69 inches tall. 

The second photograph shows Officer Lee, who has walked away 
from the wall, a mere 7 inches. The height scale to Officer Lee’s 
right, your left as you look at it, shows that Officer Lee still stays 
69 inches tall but the height scale in the background, which is 7 
inches away from the gentleman, shows he is starting to grow in 
height. Indeed, in this photograph he has a 13-inch head, if you 
count the inches in the background, but when you count the inches 
that are next to his head, his head size stays the same. 

The photograph on the right of the exhibit, Officer Lee has now 
moved out 14 inches away from the height scale, he has grown 
considerably taller, if you look at the height scale in the back- 
ground, and his head has also increased in length, but as the 
height scale that has moved out with Officer Lee shows he remains 
at 69 inches tall and his head size has not changed. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I realize you have indicated that the subject in 
the photographs has moved away from the height chart. Are you 
able to explain in more detail what factors account for the appar- 
ent 13-inch head in one of these photographs and also for the 
disparity in his indicated height? 

Sergeant Kirk. Yes, sir. It was determined that at the time these 
photographs were taken, an ID camera, much used in the military 
as well as other types of the Government, was a type of camera 
that was mounted on a dolly, with the lights and the camera and 
the numbering chart affixed where it could be pushed out of the 
way when not in use. So if Mr. Oswald was brought into the 
induction center to be photographed and told to stand next to the 
height chart, it didn’t really make any difference to the photogra- 
pher whether or not Mr. Oswald was standing next to the height 
chart or not, because he could move the camera up or away from 
Oswald to get the photograph that he wanted. 

This chart on the right demonstrates the fact that unless Mr. 
Oswald was standing directly with his back against the wall and 
the camera was at the correct distance, it would not be an accurate 
recording of his true height. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I am sorry, I did not catch your last sentence. 

Sergeant Kirk. It is unreasonable to assume that this photo- 
graph is the actual recording of his true height. I should add if it is 
an actual recording of his true height, then it would be an inaccu- 
rate recording of his head size. 

Mr. Goldsmith. How common is the use of height charts in 
pictures today, mug shots today? 

Sergeant Kirk. It is very uncommon, mainly because law en- 
forcement plus industrial security work, where they take these 
types of photographs, they have found very often the photographer, 
rather than the following the rules and making sure the subject is 
standing in the right place, that the camera is at the right height, 
the photographer either tilts the camera to compensate for the 
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person not standing in the right place or changes focus, and so 
forth. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Did the photographic evidence panel find any 
evidence of composition with regard to the photograph of Oswald? 

Sergeant Kirk. No; we did not. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Sergeant Kirk, you work for the Metropolitan 
Police Department in its crime lab section; is that correct? 

Sergeant Kirk. Yes. 

Mr. Goldsmith. And as part of your work you are associated 
with the records identification division of the police department? 

Sergeant Kirk. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Let me ask you this, then: Is it unusual for 
official records to report disparate heights for any particular indi- 
vidual? 

Sergeant Kirk. No; it is not. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Why not? 

Sergeant Kirk. We have found — and the Air Force has conducted 
studies to bear out the same point — that people are almost an inch 
taller in the daytime, in the morning, than they are in the after- 
noon. Also, studies conducted both by the Air Force and by law 
enforcement people, when they would ask people to describe their 
height, roughly one-third of those interviewed said they were 2 
inches taller than they actually are, and the other two-thirds said 
that they were at least 1 inch taller than they actually are. In 
other words, the American male sees himself as being from 1 to 2 
inches taller than his actual height if he is asked. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I have one final question, Sergeant. In a mug 
shot, is it possible for the length of the head to appear to be the 
same and yet for there to be a significant difference in the indicat- 
ed height as reflected in the height chart? I am positing now a 
situation where you have a series of photographs. 

Sergeant Kirk. Certainly. We don't know if the subject is bare- 
footed, wearing 1-inch or 2-inch heels, we don't know if he has 
some type of back condition that makes him stand in a slouchy 
position. Certainly this wouldn't change the head size itself. Cer- 
tainly his stature, the skeleton, the way he is standing would make 
it appear he is shorter or taller than he actually is. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Are you willing to provide this committee with 
an exhibit demonstrating that the head size can remain the same 
in the photograph while the length of the body is different? 

Sergeant Kirk. Yes; I am. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Thank you, Sergeant. I have no further ques- 
tions. 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you, counsel. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Indiana, Mr. Fithian, 
for such time as he may consume. 

Mr. Fithian. Sergeant, I would like to just ask, reask, a similar 
question to that of counsel. Is it my understanding that you said 
that because of these variations in most cases in industry and law 
enforcement agencies and others have gotten away from the photo 
with the height chart? 

Sergeant Kirk. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fithian. Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions of this 
witness. 
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Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. The 
gentleman from North Carolina, Mr. Preyer. 

Mr. Preyer. I would only say that we have always heard that 
statistics don’t always lie but they seldom voluntarily tell the 
truth, and I think we can add photographs to that now also. 

Thank you. Sergeant, for your testimony. 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. The 
gentleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. McKinney. No questions. 

Chairman Stokes. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Edgar. No questions. 

Chairman Stokes. Sergeant Kirk, I believe this now concludes 
your testimony before our committee. Under our rules, as a wit- 
ness, we can now extend to you the 5 minutes if you so desire to 
make any comment upon your testimony before our committee. I 
extend to you that time if you so desire. 

Sergeant Kirk. Thank you. I would just like to acknowledge the 
input of the 19 other members of the photographic panel and to 
express the feelings of the photographic panel to thank you for 
your confidence that you expressed in us, and we hope we have 
served you well. 

Chairman Stokes. You certainly have, and on behalf of the 
committee we certainly appreciate the time and energy and exper- 
tise provided this committee by both you and the other members of 
this distinguished panel of photographic experts with which you 
served. So we thank you very much for the help you have given us. 

Sergeant Kirk. Thank you. 

Chairman Stokes. The Chair recognizes Professor Blakey. 

Mr. Blakey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The anthropology panel was asked to address two additional 
issues that involved photo identification. Early in its existence the 
Warren Commission was presented with a problem by an Associat- 
ed Press photograph taken head-on of the presidential limousine in 
Dealey Plaza at about the very instant of the first shot. 

Standing in the doorway of the Texas School Book Depository 
was a man whose facial characteristics were markedly similar to 
those of Lee Harvey Oswald, so much so that at least one major 
metropolitan newspaper captioned the photo with a question: Is it 
Oswald? 

Obviously if Oswald had been in the doorway at that moment, he 
could not have been the assassin. The Warren Commission deter- 
mined that the man in the doorway was Billy Nolan Lovelady, 
another School Book Depository employee. Lovelady himself, the 
Commission reported, confirmed it. But many critics refused to 
accept the explanation. Mark Lane, in his Rush to Judgment said: 

There was insufficient basis for the Commission’s statement. Lovelady did not 
appear before the Commissioners and no evidence suggests that his picture was ever 
shown to them. 

Sylvia Meagher, in her “Accessories After the Fact”: 

The Commission presents no supporting visual evidence by which one can ap- 
praise the resemblance between Lovelady and the man in the doorway, although 
nothing less hangs on the accurate identification of the doorway man than Oswald’s 
innocense in the assassination. 
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The committee asked the anthropology panel to compare the AP 
photo with pictures of Lovelady and pictures of Oswald, and to try 
to come to a decision as to which one it is. 

Now on the two other photographic issues that will be addressed 
by the anthropology panel. Shortly after the assassination, an 
arrest was made by Dallas police of three shabbily dressed men 
who had been discovered in a railroad car not far from the grassy 
knoll that was to become famous for the fact that many witnesses 
thought they had heard shots coming from its vicinity. 

Press photos were taken of the tramps, as they came to be called, 
and publication of the photos caused considerable controversy, es- 
pecially since the tramps had been released without being booked 
or otherwise identified. For years the “tramps” photos were little 
more than conversation pieces, but in 1975, in a book called “Coup 
d’Etat in America,” Michael Cranfield and Alan J. Webermann 
proposed that two of these three tramps were none other than 
Howard Hunt and Frank Sturgis who had been involved in the 
Watergate prosecutions. An identification of the third tramp, one 
who has earned the nickname “Frenchy” due to the European look 
of the cut of his clothing, has also been suggested by critics con- 
necting him to individuals whose names have come up in private 
investigations. Critics have dug up another AP photo taken on the 
date of the assassination and found an elderly white-haired man 
they alleged to be a well-known right-winger named Joseph Mil- 
teer. In a tape recording of a conversation with a police undercover 
agent in Miami on November 9, 1963, Milteer was heard explaining 
how an assassination of President Kennedy could be accomplished: 

Milteer: From an office building with a high-powered rifle. 

Informant: They are really going to try to kill him? 

Milteer: Oh, yes, its in the working. 

Milteer, who is now deceased, was questioned by the FBI but was 
never known to be an actual suspect in the Kennedy assassination. 
The implications of these questions is enormous, about a Watergate 
burglary and a former long-time CIA officer who directed the 1972 
break-in might have been involved in the assassination or that a 
militant conservative who had talked of killing President Kennedy 
was standing along the motorcade route. These implications are, of 
course, of a conspiracy. The committee therefore asked its panel of 
anthropologists to compare the photos in question with known 
phot ?s of the men they allege to show. 

The members of the anthropology panel are Ellis Kerley, profes- 
sor of anthropology, University of Maryland; Steven Rosen, asso- 
ciate professor of anthropology, University of Maryland; Clyde 
Collis Snow, Chief of Physical Anthropology Research, Civil Aero- 
medical Institute, Federal Aviation Administration Aeronautical 
Center, Oklahoma City, Okla. 

Dr. Snow, who will be our witness this morning, received a B.S. 
degree in zoology from Eastern New Mexico University in 1950, an 
M.S. in zoology from Texas University in 1955, and a Ph. D. degree 
in physical anthropology from the University of Arizona in 1967. 

It would be appropriate at this time, Mr. Chairman, to call Dr. 
Snow. 

Chairman Stokes. The committee calls Dr. Snow. 
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Good morning. Would you please stand and raise your right hand 
and be sworn. Do you solemnly swear the testimony you give 
before this committee is the truth, the whole truth and nothing but 
the truth, so help you, God? 

Dr. Snow. I do. 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you. You may be seated. The Chair 
recognizes counsel Robert Genzman. 

Mr. Genzman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

TESTIMONY OF DR. CLYDE COLLINS SNOW, CHIEF OF PHYSI- 
CAL ANTHROPOLOGY RESEARCH, CIVIL AEROMEDICAL IN- 
STITUTE, FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION AERONAUTI- 
CAL CENTER, OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA. 

Mr. Genzman. Dr. Snow, would you state your full name and 
occupation for the record. 

Dr. Snow. Clyde Collins Snow. I am a physical anthropologist. 

Mr. Genzman. Would you briefly state the purpose of your testi- 
fying today. 

Dr. Snow. Yes. I am here as a spokesman for the anthropological 
consultants to the committee to address certain identification 
issues posed by photographs of various figures involved in the 
Kennedy assassination. 

Mr. Genzman. Dr. Snow, would you define forensic anthropology. 

Dr. Snow. Forensic anthropology is a subdiscipline of physical 
anthropology, in which we attempt to apply the physical anthro- 
pologist's knowledge of human biological variation, age variation, 
sex variation, stature, physique, to problems of legal medicine. 

Mr. Genzman. How many forensic anthropologists are there in 
the United States? 

Dr. Snow. Approximately 30. 

Mr. Genzman. Are each of the panel members forensic anthro- 
pologists? 

Dr. Snow. Yes, sir; they are. 

Mr. Genzman. Could you estimate the combined years of experi- 
ence of all three panel members? 

Dr. Snow. I would say fairly close to somewhere between 40 and 
50 years. 

Mr. Genzman. Would you briefly describe the kinds of studies 
forensic anthropologists undertake. 

Dr. Snow. They generally revolve around the issue of human 
identification. A large proportion of our cases involve the identifi- 
cation of skeletal remains that come to the attention of police or 
medical examiners, and then also from time to time we are asked 
to compare living individuals to see whether or not they are one 
and the same person. 

Mr. Genzman. What kinds of determinations can you make from 
examining the human remains of skeletons? 

Dr. Snow. The skeletal remains, we can look at the bones and 
determine such features as age at death, sex, stature, physique, old 
diseases, injuries, abnormalities — all the things that are more or 
less embedded in the bone that serve to make each individual 
unique and hopefully lead to identification. 

Mr. Genzman. What method did the panel follow in its studies 
for the select committee? 
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Dr. Snow. We were presented with a number of photographs of, 
as I indicated before, various individuals. And based on our mea- 
surements of these photographs of the faces shown, we attempt to 
compare them in terms of the morphological features, such fea- 
tures as the shape of the ears, nose, mouth, things of that sort — 
wrinkles, scars, and other features. Then we also, in addition to the 
morphological traits that we study, we also take a series of mea- 
surements from the facial dimensions of the individual and com- 
pare those. 

Mr. Genzman. How exact is this approach? 

Dr. Snow. It can vary largely. The exactness of the approach 
depends to a large extent on the quality of materials that we are 
given. If the photographs are of poor quality or if there is variation 
in the subject's pose or the apparent age and features of that sort, 
we are apt to be less firm in our conclusions than we are if we are 
given good quality photographs of the individual and uniform 
poses. 

Mr. Genzman. How certain can you be of your findings? 

Dr. Snow. Again, it varies with the kind of materials we are 
given. In some cases, for example, if we are given photographs of 
individuals to compare with very little variation in the position of 
the subject's head in the photograph and of good quality, we can, in 
some cases, come up with positive identification, or positively ex- 
clude the individual beyond reasonable doubt. In other cases we 
have to qualify our opinions, using such language as probable or 
possible. 

Mr. Genzman. For example, what if you were given photographs 
of identical twins; could you differentiate between them? 

Dr. Snow. I doubt very seriously whether we could. There are 
undoubtedly differences, even in identical twins, but whether our 
measuring techniques are refined enough to discern such differ- 
ences, I would doubt. 

Mr. Genzman. Mr. Chairman, at this time I would ask that the 
exhibits marked as JFK F-556, F-557, and F-558 be entered into 
the record. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, they may be entered into 
the record at this point. 

[The exhibits follow:] 
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JFK Exhibit F-557 
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JFK Exhibit F-558 

Mr. Genzman. Dr. Snow, would you walk over to the exhibits. 

Dr. Snow. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Genzman. Dr. Snow, would you briefly identify these exhib- 
its. 

Dr. Snow. Yes, sir. These two exhibits are a series of 11 photo- 
graphs of Lee Harvey Oswald arranged roughly in chronological 
order from the time he entered the Marine Corps, the three here 
taken while he was in Russia, two taken sometime in the spring of 
1963, there are enlargements of the famous backyard photographs, 
two, later that summer when he was arrested in New Orleans, and 
three taken on the day on the apprehension of Mr. Oswald in 
Dallas. We included a 12th photograph here of Mr. Lovelady who, 
as indicated, bears a strong physical resemblance to Mr. Oswald, 
and we wanted to enter that in for comparison. 

Mr. Genzman. What was the issue before the panel of anthro- 
pologists? 

Dr. Snow. The issue given us was to morphologically and metri- 
cally analyze these photographs to see if we could determine 
whether there was any indication that they were not photographs 
of one and the same individual, whether or not one or more of 
these people could represent a double or an imposter. 

Mr. Genzman. What is the panel's conclusion? 

Dr. Snow. Our conclusions were that there was no evidence that 
there was an imposter or a double involved on the basis of what we 
could measure from the photographs; that they are consistent with 
the photographs of a single individual. 

Mr. Genzman. Would you briefly explain the graph marked as 
JFK exhibit F-558. 
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Dr. Snow. Yes, sir. I indicated that we take a number of mea- 
surements on the photographs. It is convenient to be able to reduce 
those, that mass of numbers into some single entities that allow us 
to compare the overall similarities in shape and size that we see. 
We have done this. It is a rather involved statistical technique 
developed by a British biometrician named Penrose back in the 
1940’s, and it is widely employed in other areas of anthropology. 
Essentially what we have done here is, using the measurements of 
the three Dallas photographs as our base line, quantitatively com- 
pared the other sets of Oswald photographs here. 

Theoretically, if everything were perfect — which it never is — we 
would find that two objects or sets of photographs exactly duplicat- 
ed in every detail in terms of the measurements. The Dallas photo- 
graphs, the points when they are plotted would be down here at 
the zero point of the graph. You can see that they do cluster very 
closely to that zero point. This variation reflects differences, we 
feel, in measurement error and technique. 

Mr. Fithian. Let me ask you to move that chart about a foot to 
the right. It is blockout out — we can now see it. I am not sure the 
panel members on the left-hand side can. 

Dr. Snow. Yes, sir. Would it help to move it back here? 

Mr. Fithian. Yes. Thank you. 

Mr. Genzman. Thank you, Dr. Snow. 

At this time please refer to exhibits F-559 and F-127. Exhibit 
F-127 was previously entered into the record. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask that exhibit F-559 be entered into 
the record at this time. 

Chairman. Stokes. Without objection, it may be entered into the 
record at this time. 

[The exhibit follows:] 
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JFK Exhibit F-559 

Mr. Genzman. Dr. Snow, would you identify these exhibits. 

Dr. Snow. Yes, sir. This is a photograph referred to by Mr. 
Blakey of the motorcade taken shortly after the first shots, or the 
shots, were fired, showing this figure standing in the textbook 
depository entranceway and who has been alleged to be Lee 
Harvey Oswald. 

Mr. Genzman. Would you identify the second exhibit marked 
F-558. 

Dr. Snow. Yes, sir. This is an enlargement given to us by the 
committee of that figure in the doorway. On this side we have a 
photograph, one of numerous photographs of Mr. Oswald that we 
examined, and then here are two of Mr. Billy Lovelady, taken — 
these two Lovelady photographs were taken, this one a few months 
I believe before the assassination, this sometime after the assassi- 
nation, within a few months. 

Mr. Genzman. What was the issue before the panel of anthro- 
pologists? 

Dr. Snow. The issue was to analyze the photographs to deter- 
mine whether or not the figure in the doorway was indeed Lee 
Harvey Oswald or Mr. Lovelady. 

Mr. Genzman. What is the panel’s conclusion? 

Dr. Snow. Our conclusions were that it is highly improbable that 
this individual is Lee Harvey Oswald. It is considerably more prob- 
able that it is Mr. Lovelady. 

Mr. Genzman. Can you give an example of the observations 
which led to this conclusion? 
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Dr. Snow. Yes, sir. We based it primarily on the hairline. As you 
can see, this photograph permits very little in the way of accurate 
measurements. We do see one facial feature, however, if you will 
compare Mr. Lovelady with Mr. Oswald. He tends to have a some- 
what longer face in relation to its breadth, and rather prominent 
breadth across the cheekbones here. We can get an indication of 
that configuration in this photograph. In other words, the general 
facial outline resembles Mr. Lovelady more than it does Mr. 
Oswald. 

Another feature we noticed was that in photographs of Mr. 
Oswald taken about the time of his arrest, he had begun a little 
insipient lateral pattern of baldness, but in Mr. Lovelady this same 
type of baldness was more extensively developed at that time. And 
judging from the hairline in the photograph, the general pattern 
resembles that seen in Mr. Lovelady more than it does in Mr. 
Oswald. 

Another feature we noted was that Mr. Lovelady has a widow’s 
peak, an extension of the hair beyond the main hairline here, and 
it is sort of eccentrically located, shifted to the right. And we also 
get a suggestion of that, this widow’s peak displaced to the right in 
the figure in the doorway. 

Mr. Genzman. Thank you, Dr. Snow. 

At this time would you please refer to exhibits F-131, F-172, 
F-173, and F-174. Exhibit F-131 was previously entered into the 
record. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask at this time that exhibits marked as 
JFK F-172, F-173, and F-174 be entered into the record. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, they may be entered into 
the record at this point. 

[The exhibits follow:] 
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JFK Exhibit F-173 
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JFK Exhibit F-174 

Mr. Genzman. Dr. Snow, would you briefly identify these exhib- 
its. 

Dr. Snow. Yes, sir. This first set of photographs are some of the 
several supplied to us by the committee showing the three va- 
grants, the three tramps who were apprehended close to the site of 
the assassination sometime very shortly after it happened and are 
being led away by the Dallas Police officers. These tramps we have 
arbitrarily identified as tramp A, B, and C, according to their 
position in the line. 

These exhibits compare enlargements of the heads of the three 
tramps with certain figures who have been alleged to have been 
involved in the various conspiracy theories at one time or another. 
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Mr. Genzman. What were the issues before the panel of anthro- 
pologists? 

Dr. Snow. We were asked, again, using the best available infor- 
mation and the best available materials, to metrically and morpho- 
logically compare these photographs with those of the tramps to 
see whether or not any of these individuals could be identified as 
one or more of the tramps. 

Mr. Genzman. What are the panel’s conclusions? 

Dr. Snow. Our conclusions were that none of the individuals who 
have been alleged to have been tramp A are indeed tramp A; that 
the individual alleged to have been tramp B is not that tramp; and 
of the two individuals alleged to be tramp C, this one, Mr. Hunt, is 
not the tramp, but this one, Mr. Chrisman, his measurements are 
consistent with the face of tramp C. 

Mr. Genzman. Are you able to make a positive determination as 
to whether Mr. Chrisman is tramp C? 

Dr. Snow. We cannot positively identify him as tramp C. 

Mr. Genzman. Thank you. Dr. Snow. 

At this time would you please refer to exhibits JFK F-124, 
F-560, F-561, F-562, and F-563. Exhibit F-124 was previously en- 
tered into the record. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask that those exhibits marked as F-560, 
F-561, F-562, and F-563 be entered into the record. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, they may be entered into 
the record at this point. 

[The exhibits follow:] 
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JFK Exhibit F-563 

Mr. Genzman. Dr. Snow, would you identify these exhibits and 
explain the issues involved. 

Dr. Snow. Yes, sir. These exhibits, starting here, is another 
photograph of the motorcade in Dallas as going down Houston 
Street shortly before the Presidential limousine made the left turn 
onto Elm Street. 

A figure, whose head appears here immediately next to a some- 
what taller man in a black hat, is the figure that some people have 
claimed to have a strong resemblance to Mr. Joseph Milteer. The 
other photographs show various enlargements of the spectator pho- 
tograph, compared to photographs made available to us of Mr. 
Milteer. And these refer to some analysis of heights that we did, 
calculating the height of the spectator in order to compare it to the 
height of Mr. Milteer. 

Mr. Genzman. Is the enlargement of the individual in exhibit 
F-560 the original enlargement or is that a flip version? 

Dr. Snow. Yes; we found that this is a reverse of the print. He is 
facing to his left, whereas — it is a reversal of the print. We did that 
deliberately in order to show the relative strong resemblance in 
general facial configuration to this photograph of Mr. Milteer, to 
show that there is a fair degree of resemblance in the general 
facial shape. 

Mr. Genzman. What has the panel of anthropologists conci-ided? 

Dr. Snow. We concluded that the individual in question is not 
Mr. Joseph Milteer. 

Mr. Genzman. What was the basis of this conclusion? 
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Dr. Snow. The basis of our conclusion was that, first, although 
you can see this is very little material to work with, we found one 
feature of interest, in that there is a suggestion here that this 
individual had rather full lips, whereas in this photograph and 
others of Mr. Milteer we found that he is relatively thin-lipped. We 
also found a series of photographs of Mr. Milteer, some taken 
before the assassination, this one I believe in 1957, others several 
years later, that show that he, at least in 1957, was abundantly 
endowed with hair and as late as the early 1970's he also has hair, 
whereas in the photograph of the spectator we see an indication of 
extensive balding with an almost fully exposed crown here. So 
unless it could be demonstrated, I believe that Mr. Milteer habit- 
ually wore hairpieces, I think we could rule him out on that basis. 

Mr. Genzman. Did the panel take any additional steps on this 
issue? 

Dr. Snow. Yes; we did. Looking over the photograph, we found 
that the alleged Milteer appears to be standing on a curb here, 
arrayed along Houston Street, alongside a number of other specta- 
tors. In comparing his apparent stature with those of the other 
spectators, we felt like we would be able to take information from 
that photograph and develop some statural estimates of Mr. Mil- 
teer. We approached this in two ways. We had some information 
supplied to us by the staff that Dallas City regulations in 1963 
specified that these signs that you see in the photograph here, the 
lower edge of these signs, were to be placed 80 inches above the 
sidewalk. 

After analysis of the perspective, we were able to extend, in our 
imaginations, of course, the signs up here to where such a sign 
would be if Mr. Milteer was standing directly in front of it. We 
know the dimensions for the signs, 18 inches, here, 80 inches from 
the pavement. And using that, it becomes a matter of simple 
proportions to calculate this distance, subtract it from 80 inches, 
and we concluded that the figure is approximately 5 foot 10, plus or 
minus an inch, tall. We were able to compare that estimate with 
an estimate furnished us by the committee from an FBI investiga- 
tive report of Mr. Milteer which indicated that he was rather 
short. It gives his stature as 5 foot 5 inches. So there is a 6-inch 
discrepancy here. 

We took this a little further, since the signs are no longer there 
and the actual signs can no longer be measured, by comparing him 
in relation to other figures arrayed along the sidewalk on either 
side of him. We have some good information on the average stature 
of U.S. adults during this period. And using that and looking at the 
photograph, as we have done here and you see on this overlay, we 
selected a segment of the spectator line consisting of 7 males, aside 
from the alleged Milteer, and 16 adult females. And we asked our 
question then, or we posed the hypothetical of: What are the prob- 
abilities that a 5 foot 4 inch man would, by chance, find himself in 
a crowd of 16 adult females and 7 males? Of the adult females he is 
clearly taller than all 16 of them and he is clearly taller than at 
least 4 of the 7 males. And using the population of the statural 
statistics that we have available, and assuming that this is sort of a 
random collection of Dallas spectators, we concluded that the prob- 
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abilities of this man being 5 foot 4 inches taller — the odds against 
it are several thousand to one. 

Mr. Genzman. Would you demonstrate how the overlay was 
made? 

Dr. Snow. Sorry. This is an enlargement of the motorcade photo- 
graph. And we simply made the overlay here to display the specta- 
tors that we compared. 

Mr. Genzman. Thank you, Dr. Snow. Would you please return to 
your seat? 

Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions. 

Chairman Stokes. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from In- 
diana. 

Mr. Fithian. I wonder if Dr. Snow would remain at the easel for 
a few questions before he sits down. I would like the staff to put 
back up the picture of the three tramps. 

While they are doing that, Dr. Snow, just for clarification. Are 
the terms insipient lateral evidence of balding and my own prob- 
lem of receding hairline the same thing? 

Dr. Snow. Yes, sir. But it refers to a type of balding that begins 
down here at the side of the head rather than in the middle. 

Mr. Fithian. From just a quick glance at that picture of Sturgis 
and tramp B, from here there doesn't seem to be all that much 
difference. I wonder if you could tell me a little more specifically 
how you went about arriving at your conclusion that they were in 
fact different people? 

Dr. Snow. OK. 

Mr. Fithian. Would you provide Dr. Snow, with a pointer? 

Dr. Snow. I think we should point out that in addition to this 
photograph, we examined about two dozen other photographs of 
Mr. Sturgis and also several photographs of tramp B. Some of the 
features that we noticed were that in terms of the overall facial 
configuration, Sturgis — and this is much more apparent on some of 
the other paragraphs — is fairly typical of what anthropologists 
would classify as a Mediterranean type, whereas this individual is 
more typical of individuals of northern European extraction. 

Among other features noted, tramp B has slightly wavy hair, and 
in all the photographs we have seen Mr. Sturgis' hair has a very 
crisp curl. The hair color of tramp B shows up as rather light and 
in the photographs of Sturgis show him as deeply brunette. 

The hairline of Mr. Sturgis is fairly low, giving him a low fore- 
head, whereas in this and other photographs of the tramp B we see 
a fairly high hairline. 

Mr. Sturgis has a massive lower jaw, whereas the lower jaw of 
the tramp is relatively narrow. Also, Sturgis has a very massive 
square chin, whereas this individual's chin is smaller and more 
pointed. 

Those are some of the morphological features that we found that 
served to distinguish Sturgis and tramp B as different individuals. 

Mr. Fithian. Could you give me a quick summary of why you 
ruled out Hunt and tramp C, or whatever basic measurements led 
you to the conclusion you have there? 

Dr. Snow. Yes; again working with not only this photograph but 
others, we find that Mr. Hunt differs in facial configuration. His 
nose, especially seen in profile, is very sharp and angular, whereas 
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that of the tramp is large and more bulbous. There is a difference 
of lip thickness, Mr. Hunt being rather thin-lipped, the tramp 
being thicker lipped. 

Also there are some differences in the configurations of the ear. 

We also noticed that there is a small scar over the right eye of 
tramp C, and we were unable to find such a scar in any of the 
Hunt photographs we examined. 

Mr. Fithian. If you would, just the last one, tramp A, and his 
counterparts. 

Dr. Snow. Tramp A and Mr. Vallee we ruled out primarily on 
the basis of the upwardly flaring nostrils of Mr. Vallee. We do not 
see this trait in tramp A. There is also an indication that Vallee 
had a concave nasal profile. The nasal profile of tramp A is 
straight. 

Comparing tramp A with Mr. Carswell, the latter has a longer 
narrower face and a somewhat narrower nose. The antihelix of 
Carswell's ear is poorly developed whereas there is a strong antihe- 
lix in tramp A. there are also differences in the form of the lobe. 
Mr. Carswell's ear lobes are what we call “welded", that is, directly 
attached. Whereas tramp A has a slightly free lobe. 

Mr. Fithian. Are you confident that the three tramps that you 
just described are not by your measurements and analysis any one 
of the three characters we have been talking about here? 

Dr. Snow. Yes, sir, I am. 

Mr. Fithian. And the only one that you have any uncertainty 
about is Chrisman? 

Dr. Snow. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fithian. Is that because there are sufficient similarities of 
measurements? 

Dr. Snow. Yes. Of course, we only have one photograph of Mr. 
Chrisman for analysis, and it was taken several years after the 
assassination. However, the few measurements that we could take 
from this photograph do seem to be consistent with the correspond- 
ing measurements of tramp C. 

Mr. Fithian. It is my understanding that the CIA and the FBI 
conducted their own analyses of the tramp photos that attempt to 
identify the individuals. Did you get into that? 

Dr. Snow. We didn't participate in either of those analyses. 
However, after being called in as consultants to this committee, we 
were furnished copies of the reports of the CIA and FBI analyses. 

Mr. Fithian. Did you then study those reports? 

Dr. Snow. Yes, we have looked them over and we found that 
although they varied in method from our approach to some extent, 
they came to the same conclusions: That Mr. Sturgis was not 
tramp B nor was Mr. Hunt tramp C. 

Mr. Fithian. Thank you. 

Let me ask the staff if we have any other information on Chris- 
man that I am not aware of. 

Mr. Genzman. For the record, Mr. Chrisman, now deceased, was 
implicated by the Jim Garrison probe into the Kennedy assassina- 
tion, and it was claimed that he had CIA connections. It was later 
determined that Chrisman was a confidence man who frequented 
the New Orleans area around 1962 and 1963. 

Mr. Fithian. Thank you. 
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Let’s stay with the Dallas scene for a minute on the Milteer 
issue. 

You seem to have assumed the individual in JFK exhibit F-124 
was standing on the same level with the spectators around him. 
What basis do you have for that? 

Dr. Snow. We were supplied information by the committee based 
on other views of this same scene, specifically I think frames taken 
from either the Muchmore or Bell films that show the same array 
of spectators before they are obscured by the Presidential limou- 
sine at a much greater distance, so we cannot use it for analysis. 
But they do show that the alleged Milteer and the spectators 
arrayed immediately on either side of him were standing along the 
edge of the curb. 

Mr. Fithian. And the person that has been alleged to be Mil- 
teer — 

Dr. Snow. The alleged Milteer. 

Mr. Fithian. They are all standing on the sidewalk? 

Dr. Snow. Yes. 

Mr. Fithian. No Coke boxes around? 

Dr. Snow. I don’t know about Coke boxes or beer boxes. 

Mr. Fithian. What evidence do we have — I wasn’t sure that I 
caught that — that Milteer was as short as you said he was. 

Dr. Snow. This comes from an FBI investigative report that was 
furnished to the committee, and that is all the information that I 
personally have. 

Mr. Fithian. Let’s turn now to the analysis that you made of the 
Oswald photographs. On the basis of your measurements and your 
analysis, can you positively identify or state that the series of 
Oswald photographs shown on exhibits JFK F-556 and F-557 are 
indeed those of Oswald? 

Dr. Snow. No, sir; we cannot. We cannot on the basis of the 
measurements alone positively state that all of those photographs 
are indeed of Oswald. However, we can say that they are all 
consistent with the hypothesis that all of the photographs are of 
Lee Harvey Oswald. 

Mr. Fithian. Would the staff put back up the chart and graph 
which I was blocked from seeing at the first part of the question- 
ing. 

In your work how do you compensate or adjust for plastic sur- 
gery that might be done on an individual? 

Dr. Snow. In the Oswald photographs specifically we saw no 
evidence of any plastic surgery. But this does not mean that there 
might not have been some there. 

Mr. Fithian. You say you saw no evidence of it? 

Dr. Snow. We saw no evidence of plastic surgery in the Oswald 
photographs. 

Mr. Fithian. Any other evidence of any kind of disguises that 
might have been used? 

Dr. Snow. We saw one interesting feature in Mr. Hunt. Compar- 
ing his photographs apparently taken in the midfifties with some 
taken later in the midsixties, there is some indication that Mr. 
Hunt underwent some plastic surgery. He has rather protruding 
ears and in later photographs they have been brought back closer 
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to his head, and that suggests some sort of surgical correction. Of 
course, we don’t know the date. 

Mr. Fithian. Would you direct your attention to the chart. The 
first three right down where the two lines intersect, or very close 
to it, all seem very tightly arrayed. But the backyard photo seems 
to have slipped out of orbit somehow or other. 

Dr. Snow. Yes, sir. It is most divergent from the cluster. Howev- 
er, if you will recall those photographs of Oswald, with the excep- 
tion of the backyard photographs most were of good quality with 
fairly crisp images. The backyard photographs differ from the rest 
of the series in that they are rather fuzzy and also they vary in the 
lighting. They are the only two photographs of the series where the 
lighting is coming from overhead, and we feel that this introduces 
measurement errors using our technique and would account for 
this discrepancy. 

Mr. Fithian. What are you trying to tell us by putting the 
Lovelady dot? 

Dr. Snow. We used Mr. Lovelady’s measurements and plotted 
them to serve as a sort of control and demonstration of the other 
results of the technique. In Mr. Lovelady we have a person who 
admittedly has a strong physical resemblance to Mr. Oswald, so we 
felt it would be interesting to take his measurements and see how 
they compared with Oswald’s using this method. So here we have a 
point for Mr. Lovelady that falls far outside the Oswald cluster, 
and yet is a point of a person who is very similar in facial configu- 
ration to Mr. Oswald. 

Mr. Fithian. I am not sure I followed that. He shows up far 
outside of the Oswald cluster. Does that tend to prove that he does 
look like Oswald? 

Dr. Snow. No. The further away, the less he resembles Mr. 
Oswald. As I say, we plotted it just as a demonstration of the 
sensitivity of the method to see where a person who was not 
Oswald would fall. Probably if we used your face or my face and 
plotted our measurements it wouldn’t even be on the graph. 

Mr. Fithian. So it proves at one and the same time there is 
enough distinction that you are comfortable that the two faces are 
distinctly different but enough similarities that they at least end 
up on the same chart; is that what you are saying? 

Dr. Snow. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fithian. I have just one more brief line of questioning. 
Would you put up JFK exhibits F-556 and F-557. 

Dr. Snow, as I understand it, the two backyard photos, the center 
and lower right of exhibit— -what is that, F-556, for the record? 

Would you explain again in a sentence or two why those photos 
would, when you get through measuring, put the spot or the dot 
outside that very tight cluster on your chart. 

Dr. Snow. Again, I believe when you look at the photographs you 
see, compared to the rest of the photographs of Mr. Oswald that we 
analyzed there, that these two are much fuzzier and blurrier and 
also there is a variation in the direction of the light. This is going 
to influence the errors that are going to be introduced in our 
measurements that we take off the photographs. In other words, 
we simply cannot measure these photographs with the same degree 
of accuracy that we can in the better quality photographs. 
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Mr. Fithian. Dr. Snow, as to the results of all these measure- 
ments and analyses, and so forth, you are submitting a report for 
our record; is that correct? 

Dr. Snow. Yes, sir. We will be preparing a detailed report on the 
photograph analysis on all of these issues. 

Mr. Fithian. I am sure you realize that scientific evidence that is 
presented to the committee will be a great deal of interest to others 
who have studied the assassination of President Kennedy, and in 
fact over the years created quite a school or quite a number of 
schools of thought. 

Will other individuals in years to come be able to duplicate your 
methodology? 

Dr. Snow. Yes, sir. I believe in our final report we will be able to 
present our method here in such a way that it could be replicated 
by other scientists, provided with the same materials. 

Mr. Fithian. These methods of measurement that you use have 
come to be the standards of measurement? 

Dr. Snow. The facial measurements that we employ are quite 
uniform throughout the discipline area of physical anthropology. 

Mr. Fithian. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have no further ques- 
tions. 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Edgar. 

Mr. Edgar. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have just a few ques- 
tions. Actually, these questions I think probably go to counsel at 
this point. 

Do we have any evidence of the identities of any of the three 
tramps? 

Mr. Genzman. Not to my knowledge, Mr. Edgar. 

Mr. Edgar. Have we reviewed pictures in the Dallas area in 
terms of photographs of people who have been arrested? I recognize 
these three tramps were not booked. But has there been analysis 
by staff of that? 

Mr. Genzman. Mr. Edgar, this is an ongoing project of the staff. 
It is continuing at this time. 

Mr. Edgar. So we are continuing to review and to analyze those 
pictures to try to come up with their identities? 

Mr. Genzman. Correct. 

Mr. Edgar. Even as a result of our sharing these now as evi- 
dence in these public hearings, someone might step forward and 
identify themselves as being one of the three individuals. 

Mr. Genzman. That is possible. 

Mr. Edgar. Dr. Snow, it has been interesting to listen to your 
analysis of the pictures here and to review the chart, and I look 
forward to your final report. Are there any special characteristics 
of the Oswald face that stand out as being unique or different? 

Dr. Snow. None in terms of features that you would really 
consider abnormal. In my opinion he has a fairly average face in 
terms of the measurements and the morphological features. 

Mr. Edgar. There is nothing that stands out as a distinctive 
feature that would in essence be unique to Lee Harvey Oswald? 

Dr. Snow. I don't believe so, sir. 

Mr. Edgar. The earlier witness, Sergeant Cecil Kirk, testified it 
is quite common for records of an individual's height to vary by 
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several inches. As a physical anthropologist, Dr. Snow, what have 
you observed on this issue of height? 

Dr. Snow. I have had a wide experience in examining skeletal 
cases where we estimate the unknown individual's height from his 
bones then compare those with police records of missing individ- 
uals. 

In reviewing many police records, I find that it is not uncommon 
to have discrepancies plus or minus 1 or 2 inches in height report- 
ed between one arrest record and another. 

Mr. Edgar. Would that also vary in the type and method of 
determining the height of the particular prisoner? 

Dr. Snow. Yes, sir. It varies a great deal with the technique used 
to measure him, the time of day, and many other variables that 
influence the height. 

Mr. Edgar. Thank you. I have no further questions. 

Chairman Stokes. Are any other members seeking recognition? 

[No response.] 

Chairman Stokes. Dr. Snow, at the conclusion of the testimony 
of many witnesses before this committee, under our rules he is 
entitled to 5 minutes in which he may comment upon his testi- 
mony or in any way change his testimony or expand upon it. I 
would extend to you at this time 5 minutes for that purpose if you 
so desire. 

Dr. Snow. I would just like to point out that the anthropology 
consultants will be presenting a detailed final report on our find- 
ings for publication by the committee. Also I would like to say — 
and I speak for my colleagues too — it has been a pleasure to work 
with the very fine young people that you have on your staff; and 
that if their energy, efficiency, competence, and enthusiasm is any 
indication of the kind of talent you can draw on in the Congress, 
then I think the country is in a lot better shape than a lot of 
people think it is. 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you very much, Dr. Snow. On behalf of 
the committee, we certainly thank you and all of your panel for 
the work you have done for this committee, and we look forward to 
your final report. 

The Chair recognizes Professor Blakey. 

STATEMENT OF MR. BLAKEY 

Mr. Blakey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

There are other photographs, both still and motion picture, that 
were taken at the scene of the assassination that suggest to critics 
a conspiracy. These don't show alleged accomplices or masterminds 
who possibly could be identified. Rather, they show shapes or 
blurred images that critics have contended are gunmen. Most of 
these gunmen are in the vicinity of the grassy knoll. 

In the years since the assassination, significant progress has been 
made in the field of photographic enhancement. New chemical and 
computer processes have been developed that record and improve 
picture quality. 

The select committee assembled a group of photographic consul- 
tants to conduct a thorough analysis of photographic materials to 
see if there is, in fact, visual evidence of gunmen in Dealey Plaza. 
The members of this panel are scientists from leading educational 
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institutions and private corporations whose field of specialization is 
photographic enhancement. 

Representing the panel today is Dr. Bob R. Hunt of the Universi- 
ty of Arizona. Dr. Hunt received a B.S., cum laude, in aeronautical 
engineering from Wichita State University, an M.S. in electrical 
engineering from Oklahoma State University, and a Ph. D. in 
systems engineering from the University of Arizona. He has been 
an adjunct professor of electrical engineering and computer science 
at the University of New Mexico and an alternate group leader at 
the University of California’s Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory. 
Currently, he is an associate professor of systems and industrial 
engineering and optical sciences at the University of Arizona. 

Dr. Hunt is a member of the Optical Society of America and the 
American Society of Photogrammery. He was the recipient of the 
NEDA Fellowship in 1964 and a NASA Traineeship in 1966. 

Dr. Hunt is the author of numerous publications. 

It would be appropriate at this time, Mr. Chairman, to call Dr. 
Hunt. 

Chairman Stokes. The committee calls Dr. Hunt. 

Will you please raise your right hand? 

Do you solemnly swear the testimony you will give before this 
committee will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth, so help you God? 

TESTIMONY OF DR. BOB R. HUNT 

Dr. Hunt. I do. 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you. The Chair recognizes counsel Mi- 
chael Goldsmith. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Before I proceed, I would like to offer for admis- 
sion into the record JFK F-166 and F-564, which I neglected to do 
earlier this morning. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, they may be entered into 
the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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JFK Exhibit F-564 
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Mr. Goldsmith. Dr. Hunt, what was the photographic evidence 
panel asked to do with the various pictures and films that have 
been alleged to show gunmen in Dealey Plaza? 

Dr. Hunt. We were given two tasks. The first task was to apply 
modern technology in the enhancement of imagery. The second 
task, of course, was to interpret the results of that processing and 
to bring results of our interpretations and conclusions to the select 
committee. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What methods were used to clarify the available 
photographic evidence so that the best possible images could be 
used for analysis and interpretation? 

Dr. Hunt. There were three different methods utilized by the 
photographic panel. The first method was common photographic 
enhancement or photo-optical enhancement, sometimes referred to 
as darkroom techniques. 

The second method of technology utilized was that of digital 
image processing, and a third area, that of autoradiographic en- 
hancement? 

Mr. Goldsmith. Would you go into detail as to the photo-optic 
enhancement? 

Dr. Hunt. This process refers to the printing or recopying of the 
negative by different types of copying papers or films, using differ- 
ent darkroom developers and times, and which results in a feature 
which was more detailed by expanding the dark and light regions 
of the image. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I would ask at this time Dr. Hunt be shown JFK 
exhibit F-149. 

I would ask that you step to the easel to examine this particular 
exhibit. 

You made reference earlier to the term “digital image process- 
ing.” Using this exhibit, please explain what you meant by this 
term. 

Dr. Hunt. The first obstacle is to overcome the difference in 
what a computer uses and what an image is. An image is a repre- 
sentation of light which we see with our eyes, but a computer only 
works with numbers, sequences of digits. So the basic problem is to 
convert that representation of light into a sequence of numbers. 

The way of doing that is to first of all have a source of light. 
That source of light is imaged through an opaque mask onto a 
photographic negative. Light passes through the negative and it is 
then observed and collected by a photocell, which is really no 
different than you would see guarding the doors of an elevator, 
except it is a scientific instrument. 

From the photocell, we generate electric current, which is meas- 
ured by the computer. 

That photocell is then measured by the computer. The computer 
converts that electric current into numbers and the numbers are 
then manipulated in the computer. 

The end result of all this is a set of numbers which measure 
brightness or the darkness of the image in the particular position 
where the spot is at and then we reposition the spot everywhere 
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over the photographic negative of the image itself so as to extract 
all pertinent information. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Are you able to state, when a negative or piece 
of film is scanned, how many spots are actually scanned — let me 
rephrase that: How many spots actually receive assignment of 
numbers to them? 

Dr. Hunt. The number of spots to which you have assigned 
numbers is a thing that is governed in a fairly precise mathemat- 
ical way by the nature of the image itself. For example, of the 
photographic material we dealt with and which was provided to us 
by the committee, the number varied from, say, 16,000 to 20,000 
different numbers all the way up to as many as a quarter of a 
million to a million numbers. . 

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Chairman, I move for introduction into the 
record of JFK exhibit F-149. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection it may be entered into the 
record. 

[JFK exhibit F-149 follows:] 

Simple Diagram of Computer Scan of Image 



Mr. Goldsmith. Now you made reference earlier to digital image 
processing as an enhancement technique, a technique to improve 
the quality of the photo image. How are the numerical values that 
you obtained used to improve the quality of the image? 

Dr. Hunt. Well, every type of image formation process, even one 
which results in degradations of the image, every type of image 
formation process can be described by mathematical models, math- 
ematic equations which, if you substitute the numbers into them 
which represent the image, can be solved and the solutions of those 
equations gives you an enhanced or improved version of the image. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Once a negative has been subjected to digi tal 
image processing, how is the resulting image actually displayed? 

.Dr. Hunt. There are two different methods by which you would 
display or recreate the numbers and bring forth an image out of 
the numbers as they exist in the computer. 
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One of those methods could be exemplified by the diagram I have 
here except that, instead of putting a negative in the position 
which I show here on the chart, we would put an unexposed piece 
of film there. We would then simply reexpose that piece of film by 
varying the strengths of the light which is shining through onto 
the film. That one method is referred to as hard copy because it 
produces a tangible thing, namely, a piece of film which has been 
exposed and can then be developed. 

A second method of recreating imagery for the purposes of view- 
ing it is to use what is referred to as soft copy. In soft copy the 
numbers which exist in the computer are not used to generate film. 
In soft copy those numbers are written into a computer memory, 
the nature of that being such that you can use it to position a 
beam of light on a TV tube and by very rapidly scanning that TV 
monitor screen, a display screen is what it is usually referred to, 
you would get a display of the image which appears for all intents 
and purposes just like your home television set, with one exception; 
it is of much higher quality. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Does the computer display that you refer to as 
soft copy lend itself in any way to analytical work? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes; because if you can use the computer to manipu- 
late the numbers which are in the memory which are causing that 
TV picture to be created, as you manipulate those numbers you 
can see the results of it instantaneously and bring what is usually 
referred to as human feedback, begin to achieve better and better 
enhancements without having to wait for the process of film devel- 
opment and wet chemistry, as it is usually referred to. 

Mr. Goldsmith. When you manipulate the numbers, does the 
image on the computer display actually change in any way? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes. You can see it change as you manipulate the 
numbers. 

Mr. Goldsmith. And can you describe generally what ways it 
might change? 

Dr. Hunt. For example, you might be able to change the overall 
brightness and darkness of the image so that things which were in 
deep shadows become very visible by bringing up the deep shadows 
into something that would be brighter and then they would show 
up on your original negative. 

Mr. Goldsmith. When the committee's photographic evidence 
panel examined materials that had been subjected to digital image 
processing, did they rely upon soft copy or hard copy for their 
analytical work? 

Dr. Hunt. Most of our analytical work was done with soft copy. 

Mr. Goldsmith. And where was that analytical work actually 
done? 

Dr. Hunt. There were three different contractors which carried 
out the analytical work: the University of Southern California-Los 
Angeles; Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory in New Mexico, and the 
Aerospace Corporation, also in Los Angeles. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Did each of those facilities have soft copy facili- 
ties available for analytical purposes? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes, they did. In fact they had some of the finest 
equipment in the world for those purposes. 
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Mr. Goldsmith. Is there any change in the quality of the en- 
hanced photographic image when it is taken off the computer 
display and converted into hard copy? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes; there is a change. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What is the nature of that change, Dr. Hunt? 

Dr. Hunt. The nature of the change is usually that soft copy will 
look better than will hard copy. The reason for that is modern 
technology, in cathode ray tube displays, what we usually refer to 
as TV monitors. That modern technology is so good that you can 
produce more light, more vivid colors, and equally as good resolu- 
tion as you would expect on a piece of photographic film. 

Mr. Goldsmith. How has this change in quality affected the hard 
copy exhibits that will be discussed today? 

Dr. Hunt. We will show some hard copy exhibits today which 
will probably lack some of the colors and the vividness of the colors 
which we would see if we were able to bring a cathode-ray tube 
display or TV monitor into this room. 

We would also see, because of the processes of reenlarging some 
of these images, some loss in sharpness as well. 

Mr. Goldsmith. But again for purposes of clarification, the pho- 
tographic evidence panel's analytical work was based largely upon 
the computer display? 

Dr. Hunt. That is correct. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I would ask you at this time, Dr. Hunt, to refer 
to JFK F-150 and F-151. 

Mr. Chairman, I move for the admission of these two exhibits. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection they may be entered into 
the record at this point. 

[The information follows:] 



393 



JFK Exhibit F-150 
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JFK Exhibit F-151 


Mr. Goldsmith. Dr. Hunt, what are these two exhibits designed 
to demonstrate? 
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Dr. Hunt. These two exhibits demonstrate the type of enhance- 
ment routinely carried out using an image processing system. The 
first one which I am pointing to now shows an image which, if you 
were to look at it, your distinct impression would be there is 
nothing there. If you could see it closer up you would see there is 
some structure in it, namely there is some variation in black and 
white within the image. 

The problem is the blackest parts are almost the same color of 
gray as the lightest parts. So there is very little of the property 
usually referred to as contrast visible in it. By measuring that 
image and putting it into the computer and manipulating the 
numbers in the fashion I described earlier, to stretch the contrast 
of the image, that is to say make the portions which are dark much 
darker, to make the portions which are light much lighter, you end 
up with the image you see over here on the right which happens to 
be a dormitory building on the university campus. 

That is an example of what is referred to as contrast enhance- 
ment. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What about the other exhibit, Dr. Hunt? 

Dr. Hunt. The other exhibit is an example of what is usually 
referred to as image deblurring. The photograph on the left was 
taken by a camera shifted in motion during an interval which the 
shutter was open. The result of this is quite a bit of distortion and 
blur. 

For example, none of the letters which you see in the upper 
portion of this exhibit are visible. You would have, I think, a great 
deal of difficulty recognizing any of the letters. What we do, after 
converting that picture into numbers, is put together a set of 
equations which describe the process of blurring, solve that set of 
equations, and the new numbers which come out are represented 
by the picture on the right. 

You can see how we have sharpened up the edges of all the 
letters and, most importantly, the fine details in the letters at the 
tip of the picture are quite visible. You can read things, for exam- 
ple, that this is a project financed by the Zion First National Bank 
of Salt Lake City. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Dr. Hunt, are there any limitations on the 
extent to which the quality of an image can be improved through 
digital image processing? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes; there are. There are fundamental limitations 
essentially referred to by the engineers as noise. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Let me show you JFK F-152 and I would ask 
you to describe those limitations in some detail for us. 

Dr. Hunt. Certainly. Anybody who has ever lived in a fringe 
television reception area realizes that if he turns on his TV set he 
is likely to see a picture cluttered by quite a bit of salt and pepper 
effect. The colloquial terminology for that is snow. 

The upper picture in this exhibit represents an image in which 
we have a very poor quality of the image and it is cluttered by a 
great amount of this noise which we refer to as snow. We try to 
enhance the quality of that image by, first of all, if you wish, 
smoothing out the snow or noise which exists in it and trying also 
to sharpen up the edges and details in it in a fashion very similar 
to the previous exhibit. We were not able to do that with any great 
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success. Some things are more visible in the image. But by and 
large, the limits of noise, or snow if you wish, have stayed with us 
througout the enhancement process and we are not nearly as satis- 
fied with the enhanced image as we would like to be. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Does the ability to improve the quality of an 
image depend at all upon the initial quality of the film or nega- 
tive? 

Dr. Hunt. Oh, yes. For example, if you are not presented with an 
original negative, suppose somebody hands you a copy on a piece of 
paper, the process of copying itself will cause a loss of information 
of a kind that will be detrimental to the process of enhancing it. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Is the quality of the enhancement affected at all 
by the quality, for example, of the motion picture? 

Dr. Hunt. Oh, yes; yes, that too. In fact it is possible to degrade 
an image beyond which it cannot be recovered, the information in 
it cannot be recovered. 

Mr. Goldsmith. If a film has good quality to begin with, in other 
words a relatively clear picture, is it easier to enhance that film 
than a film which was of relatively poor quality to begin with, one 
that is fuzzy and shaky to begin with? 

Dr. Hunt. It is; yes. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What would the reason for that be? 

Dr. Hunt. The reason for that would be that there would prob- 
ably be less severity of the extent of the blur or fuzziness with 
respect to the amount of noise which had been included in it by the 
process of forming the image. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Fine. 

You made reference to the term “autoradiographic enhance- 
ment.” Would you define that process for us? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes. Autoradiographic enhancement is the use of a 
radioactive chemical which fixes itself to the image surface. Every 
photographic image is composed of small silver grains, literally 
grains of silver, the same silver we would know as a jewelry 
component. What we would do is to affix to the silver grains a 
chemical, which is radioactive and consequently emits a small 
amount of radiation such as X-rays. You place that radioactive film 
next to a piece of X-ray film and the picture literally takes an X- 
ray of itself, which is the source of the term autoradiography. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I would ask you to refer to JFK F-154. Please 
describe the effects of autoradiographic enhancement. 

Dr. Hunt. Certainlv. There is a picture prepared by Stanford 
Research Institute, which is the corporation which has developed 
the autoradiographic process, and pioneered most of it. 

The upper picture shows an aerial photograph, that is to say a 
picture taken from a plane flying overhead and looking down at 
the ground. That aerial photograph has been underexposed by a 
factor of 12, that is to say there is 12 times less light available in 
that exposure than there should have been in the optimum case. 

The lower image shows the result of using this radioactive 
chemical to intensify the image and then taking an X-ray of itself. 
You can see quite a bit of features have shown up; some of it looks 
like a harbor area, tanks, airplanes, and so on. 

Mr. Goldsmith. WTiat types of photograhic materials can this 
process be applied to? 




Dr. Hunt. It can only be applied to black and white film. Color 
film is not applicable. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Chairman, I move for the admission into the 
record of JFK F-152 and JFK F-154. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection they may be entered into 
the record at this point. 

[The information follows:] 


JFK Exhibit F-152 
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SRI INTERNATIONAL AUTORADIOGRAPHIC 
ENHANCEMENT OF PHOTOGRAPHIC IMAGES 



(•) AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH. UNDEREXPOSED BY A FACTOR OF 12 



JFK Exhibit F-154 

Mr. Goldsmith. Dr. Hunt, in general what types of photographic 
materials did the panel subject to these various types of enhance- 
ment methods? 

Dr. Hunt. We subjected original color slides, black and white 
negatives, a black and white Polaroid print and color motion pic- 
tures. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What was the reason for limiting your work, 
your enhancement efforts to original materials? 
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Dr. Hunt. As I stated earlier, every time you carry out a copying 
process you lose information. Therefore, we wanted to have the 
best information available to go into the enhancement process to 
make sure we got the best product coming out. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I would ask you at this time to refer to JFK 
exhibits F-121, F-153 and F-157. 

Mr. Chairman, 121 has already been admitted into the record. I 
move for the admission of JFK F-153 and F-157. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, they may be entered into 
the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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JFK Exhibit F-153 
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JFK Exhibit F-157 

Mr. Goldsmith. Thank you. Dr. Hunt, would you identify these 
exhibits? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes. F-121 is a split view in which the upper portion 
shows the sixth floor of the Texas School Book Depository, the 
lower portion of it being an enlargement of the open sixth floor 
window. This is taken from an 8 millimeter motion picture film 
which is usually referred to as the Hughes film. 

Exhibit F-153 also shows the School Book Depository but it is a 
black and white image taken by a photographer by the name of 
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Dillard. The lower portion of the photograph as it was originally on 
the negative, the upper portion is the increased or enlarged scale of 
that centering on the sixth floor window. 

Exhibit — I can't see the number — F-157 is a third photograph of 
the Texas School Book Depository. Again the object of interest is 
the open sixth floor window in the lower portion. This is the 
original 35 millimeter slide, the print made from the 35 millimeter 
in the lower portion. The upper portion is the result of a computer 
enhancement of the contrast as well as computer recoloring the 
information to bring out extra detail. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Of these three exhibits, the only one that shows 
enhancement work I take it is JFK F-157. 

Dr. Hunt. That is correct. 

Mr. Goldsmith. And there only the top photograph has been 
enhanced, is that correct? 

Dr. Hunt. That is correct. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Do you know the time sequence that separates 
these three photographs? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes. The Hughes film, for example, from which exhib- 
it F-121 was taken, that is a motion picture film which follows the 
Presidential caravan as it proceeds down the street and makes a 
left turn directly in front of the School Book Depository. That is 
about, not about, exactly 88 frames of 8 millimeter motion picture 
imagery. We know from the position of where the Presidential car 
turned that it terminates approximately 5 seconds prior to the 
first, what is believed to be the first shot, and that therefore gives 
us a time span for those 88 frames of about 10 seconds before the 
first shot to about 5 seconds before the first shot. 

Now the second picture, the Dillard picture, was taken from a 
press car which was following the Presidential caravan. I believe 
testimony that Dillard gave before the Warren Commission indicat- 
ed that he took that picture just a few seconds, his own term I 
believe, after the last shot was fired. 

And finally this third image, taken by Mr. Powell, is believed to 
have been taken, on testimony by Mr. Powell, 1 to 2 minutes after 
the last shot was fired. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What issues were raised by these photographic 
materials? 

Dr. Hunt. The issues principally concern themselves with what 
is visible within the sixth floor School Book Depository window. I 
am pointing to the window on the sixth floor and there is evident 
there a rectangular shape. If you view this motion picture, the 
Hughes film, for example, as I am pointing to now, if you view this 
in a motion picture sequence, one notices several things. 

First of all, the image formed at this window positions itself near 
the top left edge of the frame and then, as the camera pans, 
following the Presidential car, that image begins to drift and move 
in toward the center. As you watch it do that, you get the distinct 
impression there is some sort of motion or a change of the object 
within the window. So the issue, of course, is exactly what are we 
looking at there? Is that the potential assassin? That is the issue 
presented by the Hughes film. 
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Mr. Goldsmith. Dr. Hunt, before you proceed to the Dillard 
photograph, was any other issue presented by the Hughes film 
aside from the motion in the alleged assassin window? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes. There is another set of windows over here imme- 
diately to the left and off of this particular print which was made 
which shows another set of windows in the School Book Depository 
and there have been assertions or allegations that something can 
be seen with respect to a person or persons in that window looking 
out. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Please proceed now to the Dillard exhibit. 

Dr. Hunt. OK. 

The Dillard exhibit, since it has been taken presumably just a 
few seconds after the last shot was fired, if we look at an enlarge- 
ment of that image, the question we concern ourselves with is the 
following: There are some objects very definitely visible in front of 
that window. There is a box, what we interpret to be a box, an- 
other box sitting over there. But behind the window there is a 
great deep shadow. The question is, within that deep shadow is it 
possible to see things by contrast enhancement techniques of the 
kind that I described earlier? 

Mr. Goldsmith. That is essentially the same issue that exists for 
the Powell photograph? 

Dr. Hunt. That is correct, essentially the same issue, namely to 
look inside, what is the deep shadow in that window. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What type of enhancement method was applied 
to the Hughes film? 

Dr. Hunt. The Hughes film was enhanced in the following way: 
We took the 88 frames which were available to us from the original 
film recorded by Hughes and the process of digitizing those 88 
frames, as I described earlier, was carried out. After it was carried 
out, the following things were done: We recognized there was a 
change in contrast in each frame of the film. By that we mean that 
the overall brightness and darkness of the image seemed to change 
from frame to frame which, incidentally, is not an uncommon 
thing to have occur. So the first thing we did was to use the 
computer to equalize the contrast in each frame. By that we mean 
that the same values of brightness and darkness were forced on the 
image by the computer. 

The second thing we noticed was there was a change in focus 
from frame to frame occasionally as the camera takes its picture 
and the film moves around slightly in the focal point. We changed 
those scales slightly to compensate for the change in focus. Once 
that work was done, we then went into the process of trying to 
determine what was happening in the way of motion. The way we 
did that was to put this picture on a soft copy computer TV display 
of the kind that I described. 

Once it was on that display, an operator has the ability to 
position the small dot anywhere in the picture which is given on 
that display. He positions that dot in the center of the object which 
we see and then, once the dot is positioned, the computer records 
the coordinates of that dot and from that sequence of dot positions 
we can ask ourselves the question what motion is seen or not seen. 

Mr. Goldsmith. At this time I would ask that Dr. Hunt be shown 
JFK F-159 and F-159A. 
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Mr. Chairman, I move for the admission into the record of these 
two exhibits. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection they maybe entered into 
the record. 

[The information follows:] 


HUGHES FILM 

6TH FLOOR END WINDOW 



CHANGES IN SHAPE AND POSITION AT 1/8 SEC INTERVALS CHANGES IN POSITION OF CENTER OF SHAPE OVER ENTIRE 

FRAME SEQUENCE: 1^11^71 KIl II FILM SEQUENCE 


JFK Exhibit F-159 


NEAR ENO 
OF SEQUENCE 



JFK Exhibit F-159A 
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Dr. Hunt. These two exhibits try to depict graphically the actual 
form of the motions perceived as a result of this computer proc- 
esses which were carried out. It is a very cluttered exhibit and we 
apologize for it, but I think the fact that this exhibit is cluttered 
indicates something about it. 

What we have tried to show here is the direction of motion of the 
center of this object as it was perceived in each frame, and also the 
length of the arrow indicates the rough extent of the motion itself. 

For example, we start here in the beginning of the motion se- 
quence, we move up like so, over to the right and down, to the 
right and down some more, like so around, and it goes around like 
that until it ends up finally at the 85th frame where the motion 
perceived, position of the object perceived is right there. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What does the length of each line in that exhibit 
F-159A indicate? 

Dr. Hunt. The length of the line exhibits the extent of the 
motion of the object in the window. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Before I ask you to describe JFK F-159, I want 
to have it moved a little bit so that it is in better view. 

Dr. Hunt. This exhibit combines the same information on the 
large blowup of 159A. But in addition to that, we have isolated on 
three or four frame sequences, frames 55, 57, 59, and 61 in that 
film, and show you the change in position at Vs-second intervals. To 
most graphically demonstrate that, we put that in color. Red indi- 
cates the shape of the object in the window at frame 55, green at 
57, blue at 59, and yellow at 61. 

I guess the important point is you see quite a great degree of 
motion change occurred at Vs-second intervals. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Was the panel able to attribute that motion to 
any human object? 

Dr. Hunt. No, we were not able to do that; at Vs second intervals 
we are seeing quite drastic changes in shape and if you look at 
them they are not all that consistent. 

For example, from red we move to the green to a position there, 
we immediately pop down in the blue and then pop way back up 
again in the yellow. 

Mr. Goldsmith. In that case, to what was the motion attributed? 

Dr. Hunt. The panel's conclusion was that the motion which is 
perceived if you view the movie is attributable to photographic 
artifacts, namely the change in contrast frame to frame, the 
change in focus as the image of the window moves around in the 
frame of the film. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Is it possible there was a human object in that 
window but it simply was not perceptible on the film? 

Dr. Hunt. It is very possible that there was a human object 
there, but it would be beyond the perceptibility of the imagery as 
recorded on film, is the panel's conclusion. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What would be the reason for that? 

Dr. Hunt. The reason is that it was simply — well, there are 
several reasons. 

First of all, at the edge of a film frame the image is never as 
good, never as sharp or as crisp or conveys as much information as 
at the center. Unfortunately, most of these images are captured at 
the edge of the film frame. That is the position where you have a 
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number of optical distortions that occur which cause a loss of 
sharpness and information. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Is that also explainable in part by the quality of 
the camera? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes, that is, a real high quality motion picture camera 
of the type that would be used by commercial photography would 
have much better image retention features in the edge of the frame 
than would a sort of off-the-shelf hobbyist home product. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What did the panel conclude about the presence 
of motion in the adjacent window on the sixth floor? 

Dr. Hunt. Those adjacent windows were examined also even 
though they are not visible on this particular blowup we have. We 
found no perceptions in motion or even forms in those windows. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Now the ITEK Corp. reported that, in that adja- 
cent window, there was something that they characterized as a 
transient anomaly; in other works, motion of some kind. To what 
would that type of motion be attributed? 

Dr. Hunt. First of all, the ITEK Corp. did not carry out any of 
the elaborate procedure for controlling the contrast that we did, 
which means they were much more subject to a false perception of 
motion as a result of contrast failures. By that I mean the follow- 
ing: What you see as an object, if it is in both shadow and light, is 
strictly dependent upon the photographic processes resulting in the 
contrast of that object being recorded on film. If there were 
changes in contrast there would be a much greater probability of 
motion being perceived. We, of course, tried to hold the contrast 
constant by our processing. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Are you saying then that such motion would be 
characterized as caused by photographic artifact? 

Dr. Hunt. Photographic artifact, photographic anomaly. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What type of enhancement method was applied 
to the Dillard pictures? 

Dr. Hunt. The Dillard pictures being in black and white, being 
in black and white negative, and one in which we had a deep 
shadow which we wanted to examine, was an ideal picture to use 
the autoradiographic enhancement technique on. It was given to 
Stanford Research Institute, to apply that technique to it. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Let me show you at this time JFK F-156. Please 
describe the results of that analysis. 

Dr. Hunt. F-156 shows two versions of an autoradiographic en- 
hancement of the image as seen by the panel after the work at 
SRI. The lower image is one in which the work has been carried 
out for 17 hours, the upper one, for 138 hours. That is the time in 
which the radioactive film was in contact with the X-ray film. 

It is unfortunate we do not see what the panel was able to 
perceive on the enhanced negatives themselves. In this open fifth- 
floor window the enhancement process was quite successful in 
seeing into the dark shadow. On the enhanced negatives you can 
actually see a light fixture which is hanging from the ceiling of 
this fifth-floor window. You can perceive the light bulb which is 
mounted in the middle of that light fixture. 

Mr. Goldsmith. In light of the presence of that light fixture in 
the fifth-floor window, is that the reason why the sixth-floor 
window was studied under the technique? 
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Dr. Hunt. That is correct. Once we were able to perceive the 
enhanced detail within that fifth-floor window, we believed we 
were justified in using this technique in the open sixth-floor 
window as well. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Was the panel able to make a finding as to the 
presence of someone at the sixth-floor window? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes. The enhancement of the sixth-floor window 
shows there was no one at the window. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What type of enhancement work was done with 
the Powell slide? 

Dr. Hunt. The Powell slide, being a color slide, was enhanced by 
a computer contrast enhancement technique which would be very 
similar to the one I showed a previous exhibit on, yet it was done 
in color. We had a color film so we applied the contrast enhance- 
ment in color. You can turn the colors inside out in some cases. 

What was a very deep or black area has become a white area in 
the enhancement. The important point is the following. Again, 
looking within that window, you see no details of a human form or 
face. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I ask that Dr. Hunt be shown F-155, F-129, and 
F-161. While that is being done I would request that F-156 be 
admitted into the record. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, it may be entered into the 
record at this point. 

[Whereupon, exhibit F-156 was received.] 
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JFK Exhibit F-156 

Mr. Goldsmith. Dr. Hunt, would you identify these exhibits? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes. F-155 is an enlargement from a slide taken by a 
gentleman by the name of Willis. It is looking down towards the 
caravan from the back as the caravan proceeded down the street. It 
is a 35 millimeter color slide. 

The next exhibit, F-129, shows an enlargement from a black-and- 
white Polaroid print, usually referred to as the Moorman film. The 
third exhibit, F-161, shows a segment, one print if you wish, from a 
film made by a gentleman named Nix. You are showing an en- 
larged piece of that film cropped out from the original 8 millimeter 
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film in the lower half, and in the upper half an even greater 
enlargement centering on the region that you are seeing here on 
the left. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What issues did these photographic items raise 
for the panel? 

Dr. Hunt. Using the label, “the retaining wall,” we are looking 
at the Dealey Plaza wall structure which comes out on the Willis 
film, and right here at the edge of the retaining wall there is a 
dark object, which I am pointing to right here. It has been alleged 
or asserted the dark object represents a gunmaiv standing at or 
behind the retaining wall. That is the main issue which is being 
addressed in all these, because each of these images shows the 
retaining wall at some point in time. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Is this retaining wall in the grassy knoll area of 
Dealey Plaza? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes. This is usually referred to as the grassy knoll. 
You can see the rise of the slope of land coming up where the 
retaining wall sits. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I would ask that JFK F-160 be brought to Dr. 
Hunt’s attention. 

Dr. Hunt, what type of enhancement method was applied to the 
Willis photograph? 

Dr. Hunt. What was done is the following. The computer was 
asked to scan this region around the retaining wall, and then an 
enlargement was made by the computer. The result of the enlarge- 
ment process is what we see in this exhibit F-160. You see the 
retaining wall. Here is the dark feature itself, and this is an 
enlargement of the dark feature sitting right at the area of the 
retaining wall. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Mr. Chairman, I move to admit JFK F-160. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, it may be entered. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Thank you. 

[Whereupon, exhibit JFK F-160 was received.] 





JFK Exhibit F-160 

Mr. Goldsmith. Dr. Hunt, in attempting to identify this image, 
what analytical work, if any, was done? 

Dr. Hunt. We did two things. The first thing we did was to 
attempt to remove some of the evident blur in the image. If you 
look at the original and concentrate upon the freeway sign, you see 
a blur. We hoped to remove that blur. That attempt was carried 
out at the University of Southern California. It was not successful. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Are you able to say why it was not successful? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes. The picture was just simply not that good. There 
is quite a bit of blurring when you look at this gross enlargement 
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of the kind we have here. There was, in addition, when the picture 
was received by the panel, a grayish coating of some kind on it. 
This was probably another thing that was detrimental to the effort. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What analytical work was done to determine 
whether that image is a human object? 

Dr. Hunt. When we look at this image upon a soft-copy display, 
we display it on a color CRT. This is where the soft copy is superior 
to the hard copy I have here on the exhibit. The perception is quite 
dramatic and distinct, that there are flesh tones within the region 
of what appears to be the head of this object at the wall, and that 
there are more flesh tones in what appears to be the hands of this 
object at the mall. What we tried to do was to make analytical and 
numerical measurements of those flesh tones and compare those 
with the flesh tones of another individual in the photograph. 

What we did for comparison purposes was measure flesh tones 
upon the legs and face of this woman standing next to Mr. Za- 
pruder, his secretary. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What was the panel's conclusion? 

Dr. Hunt. Based upon the flesh-tone measurements which we 
took off of the object at the wall, and comparing those to similar 
measurements on the flesh tones on Zapruder's secretary, we con- 
cluded this was a person standing at the wall. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Did the panel make any effort to determine 
whether that person was holding a rifle? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes. We tried to examine the nature of this linear 
feature which you see right here. If you look at this object you 
perceive something like a head or face with flesh tones, shoulders 
and arms, with flesh tones in the region I am pointing to here, and 
then you perceive this linear object which runs out of the hands 
roughly at a 45-degree angle. We would have liked to deblur the 
image. Since we couldn't, the only thing we could do was to ask 
ourselves: what is the probability of this being a rifle? We could 
not make a conclusion on that because there is another evident 
blur at the 45-degree line throughout this image. This linear object 
we perceive runs at the same direction as the blur which is appar- 
ent in the image. It is equally likely, therefore, that this is either a 
real object of some kind, or simply a small dark object in the image 
which was stretched out by the motion blur of the camera during 
the period in which the picture was taken. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Dr. Hunt, I would ask you to refer now to JFK 
F-129 which was the Moorman enlargement at the far left. I would 
ask what type of enhancement method was applied to this photo- 
graph. 

Dr. Hunt. This photograph in its original form was a black and 
white Polaroid print. As such, it was not well suited to being 
scanned by computer. There is in the region of the retaining wall a 
great amount of dark area. What we did, therefore, was to use 
contrast enhancement techniques of the photo-optic kind. 

We tried to bring out, through photo enhancement, details 
against the retaining wall. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What conclusion, if any, did the panel reach 
concerning this photograph? 

Dr. Hunt. We found no evidence of the person that is visible in 
the Willis photograph in the Moormon photograph. 
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Mr. Goldsmith. What is the time sequence among these three 
photographs? 

Dr. Hunt. Willis came first, approximately 5 seconds later came 
the Moormon photograph, and the Nix photograph spans most of 
those times plus some time later. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Why is that? 

Dr. Hunt. Because the Nix picture is a motion picture film. The 
picture started running prior to the fatal shot and kept running 
during and after. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Drawing your attention to JFK F-129 in the 
upper left-hand region of that exhibit, there is a stockade fence. 
Perhaps you could point to it for the committee. Was any effort 
made to study that area to see if there was any evidence of a 
gunman there? 

Dr. Hunt. No. No effort was applied to it. First of all, the results 
carried out in this region were negative. 

Mr. Goldsmith. You are pointing now to the retaining wall? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes. The print was of quite poor quality. As I said, 
this is a black and white Polaroid print and it had been manhan- 
dled quite a bit during the years. We concluded the results over 
here would be probably the same. When we look at the quality of 
the image in this region it seems even poorer than the quality 
where we already had negative results. 

Mr. Goldsmith. The region you were just referring to is the 
region of the stockade fence? 

Dr. Hunt. That is correct. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Referring your attention to JFK F-161, what 
type of enhancement work was applied to the Nix film? 

Dr. Hunt. This particular frame out of the Nix film was subject- 
ed to an enhancement operation at Aerospace Corp. in Los Angeles 
in which the nature of the enhancement was to bring the image 
more into focus. We know there is a slight blur in it, from the 
nature of the camera's image system. We tried to remove that blur. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Was the panel able to reach any conclusion as to 
the presence of a gunman by the retaining wall? 

Dr. Hunt. Over here at the retaining wall area we see some 
pattern of light and dark, shaped roughly like a triangle. You see 
that better in the enlargement, which we have shown here. The 
panel could not conclude this was a person. We see no flesh tones 
associated with that region of the sort we find over here on Za- 
pruder and his secretary. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Was this particular photograph subjected to digi- 
tal image processing? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Was the panel able to discern any sign of a flash 
or puff of smoke? 

Dr. Hunt. No. They found no flash or puff of smoke in that 
retaining wall area of this film. 

Mr. Goldsmith. The retaining wall area in this particular frame 
seems to be on the periphery of the frame. What effect, if any, does 
that have on the quality of the image? 

Dr. Hunt. Well, it is in fact on the periphery of the frame. If you 
look on the frame itself it cuts off a little to the right where the 
photograph was printed. 
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By and large, the edge of a frame is the region of greatest 
degradation in the photo, a region where you are likely to find 
ragged edges of the frame, a region where you will find misfocusing 
of different colors, a region where you will find the greatest 
amount of blurring. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Might that account for claims made by some 
that in that area of the photograph a flash or puff of smoke was 
perceived? 

Dr. Hunt. Certainly it could. For example, an object in the 
background which might have been perceived as something easily 
recognizable in the center might be out of focus at the edge and 
simply not properly perceived. 

Mr. Goldsmith. I would ask Dr. Hunt be shown JFK F-162. 

Mr. Chairman, I move for the admission of this item. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection it may be entered into the 
record at this point. 

[Whereupon, exhibit JFK F-162 was received.] 



JFK Exhibit F-162 

Mr. Goldsmith. Would you identify this exhibit, Dr. Hunt. 

Dr. Hunt. Yes. We are looking at another frame out of the Nix 
film. The upper version is the original version and the lower ver- 
sion is the enhancement, which I will talk about in greater detail 
in a moment. 

We are looking at the region of the Nix film which shows the 
retaining wall area, where Zapruder and his secretary are at the 
right of this area which we are examining at the left. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What issue was raised by this particular frame? 

Dr. Hunt. This has what is referred to as the classic g^. _nan. 
You will perceive in the region that I am pointing to, which is an 
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area above the retaining wall itself, something which looks like the 
way an individual firing a fairly large rifle would be positioned. By 
that I mean, I would be holding the stock out in front of me with 
the left arm essentially dropping down at the angle you see, and 
with my right arm abruptly out from the body at about a 90° angle 
from the vertical, and the rifle therefore would be presumably 
pointing somewhere toward the plaza. The rifle would have to be 
pointing directly at the lens of the camera across Dealey Plaza. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What type of enhancement work was applied to 
the Nix film or to this particular film? 

Dr, Hunt. This frame was enhancement — I should say eight 
frames were enhanced. The eight best frames were chosen and 
digitized at Los Alamos. Once they were digitized, we did the 
following: 

Each frame was registered. “Register” is a term we use to indi- 
cate that we superimpose one frame on top of another, by comput- 
er, to line up common points of the frame with all other common 
points. Once they were registered, each point in an image was 
identical in a frame right next to it; we then added all those 
together. The purpose of adding those together was to reduce the 
noise in the image; that portion of the image which is random 
noise will tend to be suppressed by the addition. That portion 
which is constant will tend to be reinforced. Once the noise is 
reduced we then use another enhancement technique, that I de- 
scribed earlier, of putting the image back into focus, refocusing by 
the computer, if you wish. 

Mr. Goldsmith. After performing this enhancement analysis, 
what conclusion, if any, did the panel reach concerning the image 
at issue? 

Dr. Hunt. We concluded that this was not a gunman. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What was the reason for your conclusion? 

Dr. Hunt. There were several reasons for that. First of all, the 
result of the enhancement processing. If you compare the region to 
the right and above the so-called classic gunman, you see a great 
amount of clarity has been introduced by the processing and you 
are able to perceive what this region is. It appears to be shadow 
patterns on a wall structure behind the plaza as a result of sun 
shining through the trees in the adjacent region. 

The panel, looking at that, believed what we were seeing was 
just a particular shadow being created on the back wall. Further- 
more, when we tried to make measurements to arrive at flesh 
tones to compare with flesh tones over here on Zapruder, the flesh 
tone analysis was not similar. We found no relationships between 
the colored regions here and the colored portions on Zapruder or 
his secretary. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Did the panel come to a conclusion of any sort? 

Dr. Hunt. No, with one exception. In a couple of frames this 
right position, which would be the arm extended horizontally, van- 
ished in a couple of frames. If we were looking at a real individual, 
it would be impossible for that to abruptly disappear and reappear 
again. That was another thing that led us to believe it is a possibil- 
ity of some variation of shadow, caused by leaves. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Was there any evidence of a rifle? 

Dr. Hunt. There was no evidence of a rifle. 
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Mr. Goldsmith. Was there any evidence of a flash or puff of 
smoke, Dr. Hunt? 

Dr. Hunt. No, there was not. We were being particulary sensi- 
tive to that. What we did, besides the enhancement and the averag- 
ing technique I described, we subtracted each frame from its neigh- 
bor. The business of subtraction has the property of enhancing 
anything which is distinctly different from its neighbor because 
everything which is common in the two images goes to zero. That 
which is not common stands out like a sore thumb. There was no 
visibility of flash or smoke. 

Mr. Goldsmith. At this time I would ask Dr. Hunt be shown JFK 
F-164. 

Mr. Chairman, I move for the admission of this item. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, it may be entered into the 
record. 

[Whereupon, exhibit JFK F-164 was received.] 



JFK Exhibit F-164 

Mr. Goldsmith. Would you identify this exhibit, Dr. Hunt. 

Dr. Hunt. Yes. This is a section out of the Zapruder motion- 
picture film. This is one frame out of that film. In particular, it is 
frame 413, using the numbering sequence which was established by 
the Warren Commission. The top half of this exhibit shows the 
original frame as it was received by the photographic panel. The 
lower half of it shows the result of enhancing it. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What issue was raised by this particular frame? 

Dr. Hunt. The issue raised by this particular frame is the visibil- 
ity of this head. If you look in front of and behind this frame, you 
will see Zapruder is following the limousine as it exits the plaza. A 
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bush becomes visible in the right side of the frame, moving toward 
the left. Visible also in the bush is this head or this head-like object 
which we see here. What is important with respect to it is the 
following feature. If you look at the head, you can see a linear 
feature starting where I show my pointer, a very narrow feature, 
running through the leaves of the bush, so to speak. There is a 
darker feature here which is much thicker. And if you line them 
all up, it is alleged that what you are seeing is the barrel of a rifle 
and the stock of a rifle, and this of course is the man who is 
holding the rifle. 

Mr. Goldsmith. What type of enhancement technique was ap- 
plied to this frame? 

Dr. Hunt. This frame was enhanced by a technique that had the 
property of bringing the whole frame more into focus, using a 
computer to focus the camera, after the fact. The result of that, I 
think, is quite visible because if you look at the barrel of the rifle, 
as you see it in the lower picture, it is much more distinct, it is 
better outlined and is easier to follow. 

Mr. Goldsmith. In examining this frame for evidence of a person 
with a gun, what analytical work was done? 

Dr. Hunt. The important analytical work which we can do in 
examining the frame, first of all, I will use the topograph 

Mr. Goldsmith. Excuse me. Dr. Hunt has referred to JFK F-133. 

Dr. Hunt. This is an overhead survey map of Dealey Plaza, the 
black outlined area is the retaining wall we have been looking at 
in other photos. Mr. Zapruder was standing at roughly this portion 
of the wall. By examining the film and letting the U.S. Geological 
Survey do analytical plots, we were able to place the limousine in 
its path down the street at approximately this position. 

Zapruder’s camera was centered roughly on the limousine, so if 
we were to draw a line from Zapruder to the limousine we would 
be able to see what we were looking at in the line of sight of the 
camera. You can see that it crosses the center of this sidewalk, this 
concrete walk which leads down from the top of the knoll to the 
street level. That is roughly the positions you would have involved. 

Mr. Goldsmith. You are drawing a line in effect between Mr. 
Zapruder and the position of the vehicle in frame Z413? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Having done that, what conclusion did you 
reach? 

Dr. Hunt. We did that, and then after having done that we went 
one step further. We looked at the relative sizes of the head which 
we perceived in the bush and the heads which we perceived out in 
the automobile. For example, we see here the head of a Secret 
Service agent who is just climbing into the back of a limousine. 
There is a principle of camera optics that states you can relate the 
size of the head which we see in the bush to the size of the head 
which we see out here in the street, and you can use those two 
relative sizes to determine relative distances between the camera, 
the head in the street, and the head which we see in the bush. 

By measuring the width of these heads and carrying out that 
calculation, we were able to do the following. I made three differ- 
ent measurements, and if I were to place again that line between 
Zapruder and the car and then position the heads, I would find 
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that the closest that I am able to calculate that the head in the 
bush would lie to Zapruder would be exactly in that sidewalk. The 
farthest away would be about 10 or 15 feet on the other side of the 
sidewalk. 

Mr. Goldsmith. You are referring to the sidewalk that runs from 
the retaining wall down to Elm Street? 

Dr. Hunt. That is correct. 

What that means is the following. We find that the head must be 
at the sidewalk or beyond it. If we go back to the original exhibit 
itself and look at what we perceive about this rifle barrel, which 
has been asserted to be a rifle barrel, we notice that in this bush 
the rifle barrel actually falls in front of several different leaves we 
see in the bush. It is a geometrical and physical impossibility to 
appear in front of leaves in the bush if the individual himself is 
physically located far beyond the bush. The bush actually exists in 
this region about 10 or 15 feet from Zapruder, right near the point 
of the retaining wall. Consequently we conclude that this was not a 
head in the bush. This was literally a man standing out near this 
area of the sidewalk in the plaza. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Thank you very much, Dr. Hunt. 

I have no further questions. 

Mr. Goldsmith. Mister Chairman, I move the entry of JFK 
F-129, F-155, F-161, and F-163. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, they may be entered into 
the record at this time. 

[The information follows:] 



JFK Exhibit F-129 
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JFK Exhibit F-163 

Chairman Stokes. It is now 12:30. This is an appropriate time for 
us to take a recess. 

Accordingly, the committee will stand in recess until 2 p.m. this 
afternoon. 

[Whereupon, at 12:32 p.m., the hearing was recessed, to resume 
at 2 p.m.] 
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Afternoon Session 

Chairman Stokes. The committee will come to order. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

Mr. Edgar. Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Stokes. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Edgar. While Mr. Fithian is getting the questions ready, I 
have two relatively innocent questions I would like to ask our 
witness. 

Chairman Stokes. You may proceed. 

Mr. Edgar. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

You were describing the processes of the photography and using 
the computer, and particularly the visual box of the TV. Is it 
possible to make video tapes of the computer's activity on that 
video screen similar to what you can do in home TV cassettes? 

TESTIMONY OF DR. BOB R. HUNT— Resumed 

Dr. Hunt. The answer to that is “ yes ”. But you have to use a 
different type of video taping system than you would find in a 
regular off-the-shelf thing you could buy from your local electronic 
store, for example. The reason for that is that to produce a higher 
quality display on the TV sets that were used for computer en- 
hancement, we use a different electronic format for the creation of 
the image on the TV tube than the electronic format which is used 
in commercial broadcast television standards. 

So you would have to have a box, so to speak, which is suited for 
the electronic standards of our TV display, rather than the elec- 
tronic standards of commercial broadcast television. 

Mr. Edgar. OK. Just one other question. I wonder if we could 
have put up on display the pictures that you enhanced, looking at 
the figure on the corner of the wall in the grassy knoll that looks 
like a person. 

Dr. Hunt. OK. That would be Willis No. 5, I guess. I don't know 
the exhibit number. 

Mr. Edgar. And also the picture of the bush and the hat. 

Dr. Hunt. OK. Zapruder frame 413 that would be. That is one of 
the retaining wall photos. 

Is that the one you are interested in? 

Mr. Edgar. Yes. This was the one I am particularly interested 
in. 

In your description — and we had also a chart up there of the fact 
that that hat was probably somewhere near the steps, and the bush 
was closer to Zapruder, I believe, when he took that picture; is that 
correct? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes; that's correct. 

Mr. Edgar. Put that up. 

The question is a relatively innocent one. It seems to me that we 
had some pictures of Zapruder taking the famous film. Did you 
analyze or look at any of those pictures to see if there is anyone 
with that kind of a hat standing anywhere near the steps? 

Dr. Hunt. First of all, what you perceive as a hat the panel did 
not conclude was a hat; they concluded there is not an individual 
with a hat there. But what you see, the perception of a hat with 
the brim turned down, is actually just a coincidental appearance of 
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leaves in that bush near the edge of the head, in such a way that it 
looks like the brim of a hat. 

Now with respect to 

Mr. Edgar. But there is a head under that 

Dr. Hunt. There is definitely a head; and you can tell that, for 
example, by some of the pink flesh tones on the ears and the back 
of the neck when you look at them on a computer display. 

Now the head there itself, you can see, for example, in the 
picture which Mrs. Downey just put up, three individuals standing 
on the steps there. All three of them appear to be fair-haired or 
with hair cropped short, perhaps balding or beginning to bald, 
which would be very much the same perception you would receive 
from looking at this individual’s head which is seen in Zapruder 
413 , namely, that of a balding or fair-haired individual with the 
hair cropped short. 

Mr. Edgar. I just wanted to make clear on the record that there 
were some people standing in the proximity of where you suggest 
someone might have been standing to cause the optical illusion 
that appears, that the gentleman — person — is in the bushes. 

Dr, Hunt. That’s correct. In fact, they appear to be standing just 
about on the steps where that line that I drew on the survey map 
would indicate, on a distance measurement from the geometry of 
the imagery that they would have to be. 

Mr. Edgar. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back my time. 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

The gentleman from Indiana, Mr. Fithian. 

Mr. Fithian. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Dr. Hunt, just theoretically, hypothetically, if someone in you 
profession, someone with your talents, wanted to arrive at a cer- 
tain thing, a certain kind of object out of computer enhancement of 
a photo, would it be possible to fake that? 

Dr. Hunt. In some cases it probably could be. I would qualify it 
in the following way: 

For example, if I wanted to distort an object to appear to look 
like some other object, I could do that if the object that I wished to 
start the distortion operation on had certain characteristics which 
were probably similar to the object that I wished to arrive at when 
I did this distortion, whatever it might be. But 

Mr. Fithian. Could you, for example, if you set out to do it, take 
what has been alleged to be a head in the bush and with the right 
adjustment of height and computer assistance make that into a 
person? 

Dr. Hunt. How would you judge the criterion of making it into a 
person? 

Mr. Fithian. Enough so that you could convince the average 
lawman that that was, in fact, a person in the bush. 

Dr. Hunt. Yes, l believe that could be done. 

What you would probably go about doing would be to ad more 
color to it, so that more skin tones would be visible, perhaps using 
the machine in some artistic way, putting in more of a hairline 
than is immediately visible in the raw imagery, and so on. 

Mr. Fithian. Dr. Hunt, let’s turn to the analysis of the Hughes 
film that you talked about this morning 

Dr. Hunt. OK. 
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Mr. Fithian [continuing]. Which shows the Texas School Book 
Depository building. Did the photo panel look for motion in other 
areas of the picture than this sixth floor open window, southeast 
window? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes. There is an adjacent set of windows also on the 
sixth floor, where it has been alleged that motion occurs, or there 
is a visibililty of something like a human form in that region. 

That area was also analyzed at the same time we analyzed the 
open window. 

Mr. Fithian. And what were the results? 

Dr. Hunt. The conclusions were negative. We found nothing that 
we would attribute to real motion of any object that was recogniz- 
able by the panel. 

Mr. Fithian. Referring to the autoradiographic enhancement of 
the Dillard photo, which is JFK F-156 — I don’t know that we have 
to have it back up there, but I wanted to clarify something you said 
this morning that left me a little uncertain as to what you meant. 
You said that you were unable to detect any human presence in 
the window. 

Now, as a point of clarification, you were referring, were you not, 
to the photographic image of the window. You would have no way 
of saying whether there was an individual further inside the 
window than that? 

Dr. Hunt. That’s correct. Our conclusions related strictly to that 
negative image which we had on hand. Within that negative we 
could see no human form or shape. 

Mr. Fithian. The conclusion, therefore, is that if Oswald shot the 
President from the window, that at the time that photograph was 
taken, the shot that you were working with, at the time that was 
taken he had sufficiently removed himself from the window inside, 
that all the photo-enhancement could not bring him out to light; is 
that correct? 

Dr. Hunt. That would be my supposition; that, in fact, if he is 
there, he is beyond the line of sight, not just in the shadows but 
outside of the line of sight visible through the window. 

Mr. Fithian. I would like to ask the staff to put up JFK F-153. 
As I understand it, Doctor, this is a picture that was taken a few 
seconds after the shot; is that correct? 

Dr. Hunt. I am not sure until I see the picture. Which one are 
you referring to? 

Mr. Fithian. I believe that is the one of the — the TSBD? 

Dr. Hunt. Oh, yes, right. Yes; in answer to your question, that 
was taken a few seconds after the last shot was fired. At least that 
is Dillard’s testimony to the Warren Commission, I believe. 

Mr. Fithian. Now, directing your attention to that particular 
exhibit, the photograph in the area of the sixth floor window, the 
open window, there seems to be a change in the configuration of 
the boxes. How did the photo panel account for this? 

Dr. Hunt. The change in configuration of the boxes with respect 
to what, with respect to another window view? 

Mr. Fithian. No, with respect to other photos that you analyzed. 

Dr. Hunt. OK. Probably the one most pertinent to that would be 
the exhibit which is showing next to it at the moment—I am not 
aware of the exhibit number for it — but that shows the same 
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window, taken approximately one to two minutes after the first 
picture which we talked about, the one taken by Dillard on the 
right, the one by Powell on the left. 

You are correct in perceiving that there is something which we 
could ascribe to a change in the configuration of the boxes. 

For example, the picture on the right, we see only two boxes, one 
at the left of the windowsill and just a corner of the one peeping up 
at the right of the windowsill. Whereas, in the picture, the en- 
larged picture, for example, on the left, we see not just the two 
boxes; you can still see, for example, on the left there is the same 
small box at the left, there is the same corner peeping up at the 
right. But now we have two or three other boxes, apparently rising 
up in between them. 

There are two possible explanations, I guess, for that, that the 
panel considered. One is that we are seeing boxes which are in the 
room, but because of our perspective, our line of sight, is different, 
we are seeing different boxes than were visible in the other pic- 
ture. 

The second explanation is that there has been physically a move- 
ment of the boxes in the room during the time which elapsed 
between the taking of those pictures. 

Mr. Fithian. All right. Now there is no way that we can know 
which it is? 

Dr. Hunt. There are ways of eliminating or narrowing down the 
possibilities between those two choices. For example, given the 
geometry at which you are viewing, and given the apparent sun- 
light on the boxes, you could probably guess how far into the room 
those boxes do lie. 

For example, if you look at the two boxes which appear to have 
been introduced in the picture on the left, they appear to be in full 
sunlight, which means they must not lie too far inside the room 
because this was high noon, in November; the sun angle is simply 
not that low in Dallas at high noon in November to shine sunlight 
very deep into the room. So they can certainly not be too far 
behind the plane of the window; and that would therefore tend to 
rule out the possibility that we are looking at the box which lies in 
one position in the room and is simply tended to be viewed in 
different perspective from two different viewing points. 

Mr. Fithian. You say it rules that out? 

Dr. Hunt. It tends to rule it out, yes. It does not rule it out 
completely, because we lack what is usually referred to as the 
analytical information, from the position of the two photographers 
to precisely plot the positions of those boxes by stereoanalysis 
techniques. 

Mr. Fithian. Well, if it generally tends to rule that out, then it 
seems this committee would be left with only one conclusion, and 
that is, that a box was actually moved. 

Dr. Hunt. That would be my only personal conclusion, that 
somebody or something moved boxes around in that room during 
the time of taking of those two pictures. 

Mr. Fithian. I would like to move to the next film, and perhaps 
we don't have to have it up there. I think we remember pretty 
clearly what that is. 
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But in Aerospace’s enhancement of the dark image in what 
would then have been your enhancement photo which, I believe, 
shows above that, the image seen at the retaining wall, these 
bright spots in the area of that image which were made even more 
significant in the upper portion? 

Dr. Hunt. Right, that’s it. 

Mr. Fithian. I didn’t quite get how you accounted for those. 

Dr. Hunt. Our explanation would be that we are seeing some 
shadow shining through. There is a large stand of trees which you 
do not immediately see in that frame, of course, lying to the left of 
the frame. And there is a wall, a structural wall, back behind this 
whole region. And at various places the sunlight is shining through 
the trees, and you are seeing little bits of light speckling on the 
pattern of the wall behind it. 

Another explanation would be just that there are simply three 
bright spots of paint on the wall back there, for example, which are 
visible even in the deep shadow that they lie in. 

Mr. Fithian. Now, while we are referring to this particular 
section of the photos, there has been a great deal made of this 
business of somebody seeing a puff of smoke or something they 
thought was a puff of smoke in the area. As I remember your 
testimony this morning, you said there was no photographic evi- 
dence of that? 

Dr. Hunt. That’s correct. 

Mr. Fithian. Is there anything that you could tell me that would 
clarify whether or not your techniques would tend to increase the 
prospect of seeing it if it were there? Or is there something in your 
computer enhancement that would actually tend to filter — for lack 
of a better term — would tend to filter that smoke out of the picture 
when you go to blowing it up and putting it on a computer? 

Dr. Hunt. The techniques which we applied in the analysis were 
specifically those which we hoped would enhance details or fea- 
tures of that type. In other words, we were careful to guard against 
using any kind of technique which would have the prospect of — 
and your term of “filtering it out” is a techniquely proper one — 
which would tend — we avoided techniques which would filter out 
any such type of artifacts. We were using techniques which would 
bring those details out. 

Mr. Fithian. So you set out actually to increase the prospect of 
seeing any smoke that would appear in the picture? 

Dr. Hunt. Well, not just smoke. It is not to say we were concen- 
trating on just smoke, but we used techniques which would bring 
out details of any kind, whether they be smoke or people standing 
at walls, whatever. Those techniques tend to be fairly universal in 
their application for the enhancement for restoration of details. 

Mr. Fithian. Let me ask the clerk to put up JFK-155. 

This is the Willis slide. I don’t think that is up there now. 

Now, obviously, the human eye doesn’t give us the full story; we 
have discovered that, if we have discovered anything, in the last 2 
to 3 weeks. Any viewing of this picture indicates that that is a 
pretty good quality photograph, given a lot of the other things we 
have been trying to work with and that you have been trying to 
work with; and, therefore, my layman’s judgment is that if it is 
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that good a photograph, why couldn’t you get more information 
from it in regard to the dark image on the retaining wall? 

Dr. Hunt. First of all, from the distance that you are viewing 
it — is not accurate. 

The human eye has an inability to resolve details, and that 
inability, of course, is governed by how close you are to an image. 
You have to, first of all, look at the image close up in the region to 
the areas or the features that you are trying to deal with; and 
then, second, if you do do that under the magnification — and by 
magnification I mean the small sampling of individual numbers, 
such as I described in my earlier testimony — if you do that under 
magnification which is consistent with the details you are trying to 
resolve, you find indeed that the blur, the extent to which some of 
those features are blurred, are almost the magnitude of things you 
are trying to resolve. 

In other words, if I were to put a measure of one inch on the film 
of some object I were looking at, I would find it had been blurred 
by almost a distance of my hypothetical one inch. So that from 
your viewing point it is difficult to conclude whether that is a good 
or bad image. It is the kind of thing that you can really conclude, 
or a photoanalyst can conclude, only by looking at it under the 
proper magnification. 

Mr. Fithian. Now correct me if I am wrong, but isn’t that a 
blowup of a 35 millimeter slide? 

Dr. Hunt. It is — I think it is roughly about a full frame print. By 
that I mean I don’t think it is much of a blowup; it tends to show 
much of the original frame, with the original slide. 

Mr. Fithian. And is this the slide that you had difficulty with 
because of the coating on it? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes. When it was received by the contractors who 
were performing the work for the committee to be scanned and 
digitized, it was noticed at that time that there was some kind of 
grayish coating on it. 

Mr. Fithian. Some what? 

Dr. Hunt. Some kind of grayish coating, a gray coating, grayish 
coating. 

Mr. Fithian. Was this in the processing of the film? 

. Dr. Hunt. We are not aware of the source of that coating. We 
don’t know how it got on there. 

Mr. Fithian. Dr. Hunt, did the photo panel make use of any 
information that came from prior studies done on the photographic 
materials? Because there have been a great many. 

Dr. Hunt. We made use of two different — I beg your pardon — 
three different studies which were performed by ITEK Corp. in the 
year 1967, which were performed for Life magazine at that time, 
and then another study performed in 1976 for CBS Television. 

Mr. Fithian. And did you — I am now talking about your tech- 
nique — did you take what they had developed as basic knowledge 
and go from that? That is, did you rely upon that data, or how did 
you 

Dr. Hunt. We tended to operate in an independent mode of the 
ITEK studies. There are two reasons for that. First of all, technol- 
ogy has advanced considerably from the time of the 1967 studies. 
More is known about those processes now than was known then. A 
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second reason was that we were not entirely in agreement with 
ITEK. That is not to say we faulted the ITEK study. Simply, there 
were other options to be explored. 

Mr. Fithian. So you were satisfied, then, that you and your 
group explored all the options open to you, given the data and the 
material you had to work with and the state of the art now? 

Dr. Hunt. That is correct. We think the sum total of the things 
we did and the things ITEK did represent a very broad spectrum of 
the options available to any person taking up this technology and 
applying it to that information. 

Mr. Fithian. Are there any cautionary notes that you would 
give, either ourselves or somebody reading this report 5 or 10 years 
down the way, any cautions to be observed in the efforts to en- 
hance poor quality photographs? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes; I think the cautions that I would give would be 
what everybody working with this technology already knows. In 
anything you do in enhancing an image it is important to interpret 
the results which you achieve, and interpret them strictly in terms 
of what you see on the film. My favorite cliche in this regard — 
people who work with me on the panel have heard me use it 
before — is that a low quality image is very much like a Rorschach 
ink blot; people will look at it and see a lot of things under 
different circumstances. My main caution is to be sure you don’t 
fall into traps by drawing more conclusions than are necessarily 
warranted by the hard evidence on the film itself. 

Mr. Fithian. I have sometimes looked at some of the pictures 
and the quality of them. And until somebody pointed out this was a 
tree, or whatever, I had not seen that. I sort of concluded it is like 
the ink blot test. You pass this out to 10 people and the person 
tends to bring out of that very subjective photo or conglomeration 
what he takes to it. I don’t know whether I am making myself 
clear or not. 

Dr. Hunt. I have the same impression. Vision is the most subjec- 
tive of the five human senses because it conveys the most informa- 
tion, and consequently that subjectively will always be employed. 

Mr. Fithian. With regard to that one particular one that has 
been sensational, that is the seeing of the form in the bush and the 
rifle presumably, and there is tremendous argument back and 
forth as to what people are seeing when they look at that. As I 
understood your testimony this morning, you did a pretty tough 
analysis of it. But I did not hear anything that satisfied me — I 
don’t mean any severe criticism — as to how you dispensed with the 
idea that long, black, thin 45-degree object was not a rifle. 

Can you tell me what kind of tests you did or didn’t do on that 
particular question? 

Dr. Hunt. Yes; perhaps it would be better if I went to the display 
itself. 

Mr. Fithian. Would you. 

Dr. Hunt. It is a very good question. Because of the placement of 
the figure out in the plaza, the conclusion that this is a rifle in the 
figure’s hands makes it geometrically impossible for it to be lying 
in front of the bushes. We also did some very precise measure- 
ments on what I referred to earlier as the rifle stock, namely this 
thick linear portion I am pointing to here. 
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The measurements were analytical in nature. Since this is a 
color picture we can measure red, green, and blue out of this 
picture. Those color measurements were then processed by a tech- 
nique which was originally developed by NASA for the isolation of 
geographic and vegetation features on the ground from satellites. 
That technique is one of taking the individual colors which are 
measured, the red, green, and blue, looking at the numbers meas- 
ured by them, and dividing the one into the other and making a 
picture of the results of that division. When we did that we had the 
relative balance of one color to another in the region of what I 
refer to as the stock of the rifle. Those color ratios were consistent 
with the same measurements taken back here in the limousine, 
which you see in a hole in the bushes as it is passing through. 

Our conclusion is: All you are seeing in this region of so-called 
rifle stock is nothing but a chance hole in the bushes, and you are 
really looking at the limousine through the hole in the bushes. The 
color measurements bear that out. 

A second thing we did was to simply look at the bush in the 
enhanced version. In this version since we have tended to deblur 
the image, you will see a lot of features running at 45 degrees, the 
same as for this feature purported to be a rifle barrel. It was the 
conclusion of the panel that all we are looking at in this case is 
just twigs of the bush, and what we are seeing is nothing more 
than a common growth pattern of a bush itself. If each of these is a 
rifle, you can count seven or eight rifles down there, which we 
considered to be an absurdity. 

Mr. Fithian. What you are saying, the paint or the coloration of 
that alleged form that was the rifle matches precisely that of the 
side of the limousine? 

Dr. Hunt. That is correct. 

Mr. Fithian. And it is your conclusion then, what, that we are 
looking at is a little piece of the limousine through a bush? 

Dr. Hunt. That is correct. It just happens to be a hole in the 
bushes at this point of a strange shape, sort of a rectangular 45° 
shape, which has the same color reflectance value as the back side 
of the limousine. 

Mr. Fithian. Thank you. 

I just have one concluding question, if you want to return to your 
material. I take it all your findings and the analysis and the 
methods in which you arrived there will be a part of the report to 
this committee? 

Dr. Hunt. That is correct. 

Mr. Fithian. Would it be possible once that is all in, for someone 
who is interested in this particular phase of it to duplicate the 
study that you made, and would they come out with the same 
answer, or is there enough subjectivity that it is kind of what you 
bring to it is what you take from it? 

Dr. Hunt. To answer your first question, yes, it would be entirely 
possible for someone to duplicate that effort. The reason it would 
be possible is that all the data which was used in the computer 
analysis is recorded on magnetic tape and will be made available to 
the National Archives as a permanent record for the future. 

Furthermore, the report which will be written will describe the 
actual details of the processes which were carried out, so if some- 
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one wished to take up that issue and use the same techniques they 
can do it. 

To answer your first question, that would be my reply. 

The second question, would they come to the same conclusion? I 
believe they would. 

Mr. Fithian. Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions. 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

The gentleman from Connecticut, Mr. McKinney. 

Mr. McKinney. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions. I just want 
to thank Dr. Hunt. 

I think you have been one of the most lucid and clear witnesses 
we have had, and we have had a great many fantastic expert 
witnesses. 

As a member of this committee, I am deeply concerned over a lot 
of the questions you have answered today. I want to thank you for 
the thoroughness and the openness in your comments. None of 
what you said was prejudiced nor opinionated. To me, your scientif- 
ic testimony is amongst the best I have listened to as a Congress- 
man in this Congress. 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Is anyone seeking further recognition? 

[No response.] 

Chairman Stokes. Doctor, at the conclusion of a witness’ testimo- 
ny before our committee he is entitled to a period of 5 minutes in 
which time he can make any further comment he so desires rela- 
tive to his testimony. I would extend to you 5 minutes for that 
purpose at this time if you so desire. 

Dr. Hunt. Thank you. The only comments I would have would be 
to echo those of Sergeant Kirk earlier and Dr. Snow, thanking the 
committee for its interest, its support, its enthusiasm. 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you very much. I am sure all of our 
committee would concur in the remarks made by the gentleman 
from Connecticut, Mr. McKinney, regarding your excellent presen- 
tation. 

The Chair recognizes Professor Blakey. 

Mr. Blakey. When the Zapruder film of the Kennedy Assassina- 
tion was made public, critics and people generally were fascinated 
by the sight of a man with a black umbrella standing just a few 
few feet from the Presidential limousine. It was a sunshiny day so 
what purpose could anyone have for an umbrella? 

The theories about the umbrella man, for the most part, attribut- 
ed to him some sinister intent. At the very least, he was a signal- 
man for the actual gunmen, although one critic proposed the idea 
that a firing device concealed in the umbrella was the weapon used 
to assassinate the President. 

It also appeared curious that the umbrella man was one of the 
few spectators in Dealey Plaza who was not later identified. In fact, 
his identity has remained a secret to this day. 

When it studied all of the photographs taken in Dealey Plaza on 
November 22, 1963, the committee discovered one, taken by a Life 
photographer, in which the umbrella man could be seen from the 
front. It is moments after the President has been shot, and the 
man is sitting on the curb, his umbrella by this time lying at his 
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feet. The only problem was that he is off to the corner of the 
picture, and the image is tiny, unrecognizable in fact. 

Nevertheless, through photographic enhancement techniques, 
the committee was able to obtain a blowup of the photo in which 
the umbrella man appeared clearly enough to be identified. 

The committee released the picture to the press, asking anyone 
who recognized the umbrella man to contact the committee. The 
committee was contacted, and, as a result, the umbrella man was 
located by the committee. 

It would be appropriate at this time, Mr. Chairman, to call Louie 
Steven Witt. 

Will you please stand and raise your right and be sworn. Do you 
solemnly swear the testimony you will give before this committee 
will be the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth, so 
help you God? 

Mr. Witt. I do. 

TESTIMONY OF LOUIE STEVEN WITT 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you. You may be seated. 

The Chair recognizes counsel for the committee, Mr. Genzman. 

Mr. Genzman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Witt, would you state your full name for the record. 

Mr. Witt. Louie Steven Witt. 

Mr. Genzman. Mr. Witt, I would like to direct your attention to 
November 22, 1963. Were you in Dealey Plaza on November 22, 
1963? 

Mr. Witt. Yes, I was. 

Mr. Genzman. Did you witness the assassination of President 
Kennedy? 

Mr. Witt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Genzman. Have you previously testified about the assassina- 
tion of President Kennedy? 

Mr. Witt. No. 

Mr. Genzman. Have you ever given information to any law 
enforcement bodies concerning the assassination? 

Mr. Witt. No. 

Mr. Genzman. Mr. Witt, what did you do on the morning of 
November 22, 1963? 

Mr. Witt. I guess I went to work in the usual manner about 8 or 
8:30. 

Mr. Genzman. Where did you work at that time? 

Mr. Witt. Rio Grande Insurance Co. 

Mr. Genzman. What did you do at lunchtime on that day? 

Mr. Witt. Well, I went out as I usually did every day when the 
weather was decent for a walk. 

Mr. Genzman. Were you carrying anything? 

Mr. Witt. Yes. On this particular day I was carrying a black 
umbrella. 

Mr. Genzman. Mr. Chairman, at this time I would ask that the 
exhibit marked as JFK F-405 be entered into the record. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, it may be entered into the 
record. 

[Whereupon, exhibit JFK F-405 was entered and photographs 
included for the record.] 
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JFK Exhibit F-405 
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Mr. Genzman. Mr. Witt, can you identify Exhibit 405? 

Mr. Witt. I would say that is the umbrella 1 was carrying. 

Mr. Genzman. Why were you carrying an umbrella that day? 

Mr. Witt. Actually, I was going to use this umbrella to heckle 
the President’s motorcade. 

Mr. Genzman. How had you gotten this idea? 

Mr. Witt. In a coffee break conversation someone had mentioned 
that the umbrella was a sore spot with the Kennedy family. Being 
a conservative-type fellow, I sort of placed him in the liberal camp 
and I was just going to kind of do a little heckling. 

Mr. Genzman. Are you saying you were going to use the umbrel- 
la as a symbol for the purpose of heckling? 

Mr. Witt. I think that would cover it. 

Mr. Genzman. On November 22, 1963, were you aware of the 
motorcade route? 

Mr. Witt. No. Not really. I knew that they would be going down 
the center part of town somewhere noontime. 

Mr. Genzman. What route did you follow during your walk? 

Mr. Witt. Well, when I left the building which was located at the 
corner of Elm Street and Field Street, I went south on Field Street 
over to Main Street. This was where the crowds of people were, 
where the people were lining the sidewalks on either side. 

Mr. Genzman. When you reached Main Street, in which direc- 
tion did you head? 

Mr. Witt. I traveled west. This would put me turning right from 
the direction that I came. 

Mr. Genzman. West on Main Street? 

Mr. Witt. Yes. 

Mr. Genzman. Why did you continue in that direction? 

Mr. Witt. Well, every day I walk someplace, and looking back 
the only reason I can account for my going that direction as 
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opposed to the other direction would be since I was carrying that 
stupid umbrella, intent to heckling the President, and not being a 
person who was given to— prior to this time— doing things that 
would bring myself into notice, the only thing I can say is that I 
went down the street where I assumed there would be fewer 
people, because the buildings on the west end of the street, or the 
lower end, were either low buildings or low buildings where there 
were not a lot of people. 

Chairman Stokes. Would you be kind enough to pull that micro- 
phone closer to you. We are having difficulty heading you. 

Mr. Genzman. How far did you go on Main Street? 

Mr. Witt. I walked all the way down Main Street to the court- 
house records building area and on to Houston Street. 

Mr. Genzman. Which way did you travel on Houston? 

Mr. Witt. At this time I think I must have been planning to go 
back to the street that I worked on, Elm Street, which would be 1 
block over. I traveled north over toward Elm Street. 

Mr. Genzman. What did you do when you arrived at Elm Street? 

Mr. Witt. Well, I ended up turning left and going down into 
what is known as Dealey Plaza. The only reason I can think that I 
ended up down there was possibly I looked down there and saw an 
area where there were not a large group of people. There were 
people in that area but there was also in this area which later 
became known as the grassy knoll, there was no one out in that 
area in any great number. 

Mr. Genzman. What did you do when you reached the grassy 
knoll? 

Mr. Witt. I think I went sort of maybe halfway up the grassy 
area, somewhere in that vicinity. I am pretty sure I sat down. 

Mr. Genzman. Were you waiting for the motorcade? 

Mr. Witt. Yes. 

Mr. Genzman. Do you recall how long you waited? 

Mr. Witt. I really couldn't say. I don't think I was there very 
long. Since I was not that all-fired determined to carry out what I 
set out to do, I am sure I didn't wait a great length of time. 

Mr. Genzman. Did the motorcade come soon thereafter? 

Mr. Witt. Yes, it apparently did. 

Mr. Genzman. What did you do when you saw the motorcade 
coming into the area? 

Mr, Witt. Well, as I recall, the motorcade had already made the 
turn and was coming down Elm Street going west on Elm before I 
became aware it was there, and it would have been from a straight- 
line position off to my left about like this [indicating] when I saw 
it. 

Mr. Genzman. What did you do when you saw it approaching 
you? 

Mr. Witt. I think I got up and started fiddling with that um- 
brella trying to get it open, and at the same time I was walking 
forward, walking toward the street. 

Mr. Genzman. You testified that you were opening the umbrella 
to use it as a symbol hoping to catch the President's eye? 

Mr. Witt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Genzman. Could you elaborate further as to the type of 
symbol you thought you were applying? 
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Mr. Witt. I just knew it was a sore spot with the Kennedys; I 
just knew the vague generalities of it. It had something to do with 
something that happened years ago with the senior Joe Kennedy 
when he was Ambassador to England. 

Mr. Genzman. What happened next? 

Mr. Witt. I beg your pardon? 

Mr. Genzman. What happened next? I believe you testified that 
you were moving forward opening your umbrella as the motorcade 
was approaching you? 

Mr. Witt. Yes. As I moved toward the street, still walking on the 
grass, I heard the shots that I eventually learned were shots. At 
the time somehow it didn't register as shots because they were so 
close together, and it was like hearing a string of firecrackers, or 
something like that. It didn't at that moment register on me as 
being shots. 

Mr. Genzman. Did you react in any way? 

Mr. Witt. No. I continued to move foward and finally got this 
umbrella up in the air. I think by the time I got the thing up in 
the air I was over and possibly standing on the retaining wall. 

Mr. Genzman. Did President Kennedy see your umbrella? 

Mr. Witt. I have no way of knowing. I really don't. 

Mr. Genzman. What do you next recall happening? 

Mr. Witt. Let me go back a minute. As I was moving forward I 
apparently had this umbrella in front of me for some few steps. 
Whereas other people I understand saw the President shot and his 
movements; I did not see this because of this thing in front of me. 
The next thing I saw after I saw the car coming down the street, 
down the hill to my left, the car was just about at a position like 
this [indicating] at this angle here. 

At this time there was the car stopping, the screeching of tires, 
the jamming on of brakes, motorcycle patrolman right there beside 
one of the cars. One car ran upon the President's car and a man 
jumped off and jumped on the back. These were the scenes that 
unfolded as I reached the point to where I was seeing things. 

Mr. Genzman. What did you hear at that time? Did you hear 
any voices? 

Mr. Witt. I don't recall any voices at that particular time. After 
I finally became aware that something had happened, you know, 
something terrible had happened, I just sat down. I was standing 
on the retaining wall, and I just sat down, just right straight down, 
and apparently — I don't know if I had laid the umbrella down or 
dropped it or what I did. Nevertheless, I think it ended up on the 
sidewalk, and I just sat there. 

Some of the things that I recall, one of the things I remember 
seeing while standing, there was a couple. I looked down to the 
right and there was a man and a woman, and they were covering 
some children, they were lying down and they were covering the 
children with their bodies and this may have caused me to sit down 
or I may have just sat down because I was stunned. Because there 
for a few minutes or for a few seconds at least I didn't seem to be 
able to collect my thoughts. 

Sometime later after the cars moved out, this is when all this 
activity in the cars stopping and the cars moved out, I recall a man 
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sitting down to my right and he said something like: They done 
shot them folks. 

He repeated it two or three times but it was repetitious of him 
saying the same thing. 

Mr. Genzman. What was he saying? 

Mr. Witt. They done shot them folks— something to this effect. 

Mr. Genzman. Can you describe this man? 

Mr. Witt. I remember him as being a Negro man. I don’t know if 
I ever actually looked at him for any length of time or not. 

Mr. Genzman. Did you hear any other voices? 

Mr. Witt. Well, there was sort of a pandemonium all around. 
The other thing that stands out in my mind, there was a woman or 
a girl, a female voice up behind me shrieking and crying, and she 
again repeated the same thing several times. She said something to 
the effect: They shot those people right before my eyes, or some- 
thing like this. Anyway, there was repetition in what she said. She 
said it two or three times. 

Mr. Genzman. Mr. Witt, at this time please refer to JFK exhibits 
F-130 and F-404. JFK exhibit F-130, which is already on the easel, 
was previously entered into the record. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask at this time that JFK exhibit F-404 
be entered into the record. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, it may be entered into the 
record at this point. 

[Whereupon, JFK exhibit F-404 was entered.] 




JFK Exhibit F-404 

Mr. Genzman. Mr. Witt, can you identify the photographs on 
JFK exhibit F-130 on the left? 

Mr. Witt. Can I identify them in what 

Mr. Genzman. Can you identify for instance the two pictures of 
the man in the top two photographs of that exhibit, with the 
arrows pointing? 

Mr. Witt. Yes. That seems to be me. 

Mr. Genzman. In the bottom left corner there is an item in red. 
Can you identify that? 

Mr. Wirr. That would be the umbrella. 

Mr. Genzman. In the bottom right corner can you identify the 
person sitting? 

Mr. Witt. I am sure that is me. I would have to say that is me. 

Mr. Genzman. In the other exhibit, which is JFK F-404, can you 
identify either of those men sitting? 

Mr. Witt. Yes. The one on the right is definitely me. 

Mr. Genzman. Is the one on the left the man whom you were 
talking about earlier? 

Mr. Witt. I really don’t know. It could be or it might not be. I 
really don’t know. I don't recall ever actually looking at this 
person. I don’t know if I ever replied to what he said. I could have, 
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just kind of speaking automatically, maybe agreeing with what he 
said or something like this. 

Mr. Genzman. Did this man have a walkie-talkie, or a radio, or 
any device of any sort? 

Mr. Witt. I don't recall the person carrying anything, although I 
would say this, that they could have been carrying something and 
it would not have registered on me at this particular time. 

Mr. Genzman. Did he act in any peculiar manner? 

Mr, Witt. Not that I recall. 

Mr. Genzman. Did you ever see him before or after that day? 

Mr. Witt. No. 

Mr. Genzman. What happened next, after you were seated and 
after you had heard these voices? 

Mr. Witt. I continued to sit there for some period of time and I 
don't know how long I was there. I don't know if it was say a 
minute or 2 or 3 minutes or longer. I doubt if I stayed there very 
long. The only other thing that comes to my mind that I can 
definitely remember is while sitting there in all of this commotion 
going on around me, I just recall looking at my left and there was 
a policeman standing up there with a drawn gun. He was holding 
the barrel of the gun up in the air. 

Mr. Genzman. How long did you stay in the area? 

Mr. Witt. There again, I really do not know as to the number of 
minutes. I am sure I did not stay there very long. 

Mr. Genzman. When you left, did you go back to work? 

Mr. Witt. Yes. 

Mr. Genzman. When did you find out the President had in fact 
been assassinated? 

Mr. Witt. When I went back into the building into the depart- 
ment where I worked. Someone in there had a transistor radio. The 
first thing that was said when I walked in, “Did you hear about the 
President being shot?" I said something to the effect of I was down 
there in all that. 

Mr. Genzman. Mr. Witt, some assassination critics have alleged 
your actions with your umbrella were a signal to an assassin or to 
assassins to fire or a signal that the President had in fact been hit. 

Were you signalling to anyone besides the President? 

Mr. Witt. No; no one. 

Mr. Genzman. Mr. Chairman, I would ask the exhibit marked as 
JFK F-406 be entered into the record. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, it may be entered into the 
record. 

[The information follows:] 
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JFK Exhibit F-406 

Mr. Genzman. I would like to correct that to exhibit 406. 

Chairman Stokes. It may be so corrected. 

Mr. Genzman. Mr. Witt, exhibit 406 is a copyrighted diagram 
drawn by assassinations critic Robert B. Cutler which shows two 
umbrellas with rocket and flechette attachments. Mr. Witt, do you 
know what a flechette is? 

Mr. Witt. I do now. I did not prior to our interview yesterday 
evening. 

Mr. Genzman. Did the umbrella in your possession on November 
22, 1963, contain a flechette, or a rocket or a dart? 

Mr. Witt. No, it did not. 

Mr. Genzman. Has exhibit 405, the umbrella, ever contained a 
flechette, rocket, or dart? 

Mr. Witt. No. Not since it's been in my possession. 

Mr. Genzman. Did the umbrella in your possession on November 
22, 1963, contain a gun or weapon of any sort? 
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Mr. Witt. No. 

Mr. Genzman. Has exhibit 405 ever contained a gun or weapon 
of any sort? 

Mr. Witt. This umbrella? 

Mr. Genzman. Yes. 

Mr. Witt. No. 

Mr. Genzman. Thank you very much, Mr. Witt. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions. 

Chairman Stokes. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from the 
District of Columbia, Mr. Fauntroy, for whatever time he may 
consume. 

Mr. Fauntroy. Will you tell us where you lived November 22, 
1963? 

Mr. Witt. My home address? 

Mr. Fauntroy. Yes. 

Mr. Witt. 7209 Embassy Street. I still live there. 

Mr. Fauntroy. And where did you work at that time? 

Mr. Witt. I was working for the Rio Grande National Life Insur- 
ance Co. They were located at 51 Northview Street, at the corner of 
Elm and Beal. 

Mr. Fauntroy. Do you still work there? 

Mr. Witt. No, sir; that company merged with a company in 
Kentucky in 1968, and that is when I left the insurance company. 

Mr. Fauntroy. Do you recall what kind of day it was on the 
22nd in terms of its — the weather in the morning when you woke, 
when you got up at home? 

Mr. Witt. I don't recall the early part of the day. I only know 
what the weather was around the noontime area. 

Mr. Fauntroy. I see. 

Did you keep your umbrella at home or did you keep your 
umbrella at work? 

Mr. Witt. I don't — the umbrella could have been either place. I 
tried to keep an umbrella in the car, or it would either be at work. 
Unfortunately it always seemed if I was in the car in the parking 
lot and it was raining the umbrella was at work. And I never 
seemed to have it at the right time. That morning I don't know if I 
took it from the car to work or if it was already at my place of 
employment. 

Mr. Fauntroy. Now, when you left — so you don't know whether 
you took the umbrella from home to work and thence to the 
motorcade, or whether the umbrella was at work. You don't recall 
that? 

Mr. Witt. I don't recall; no, sir. 

Mr. Fauntroy. All right. Now, when you left— let's assume that 
it was at work. When you left for lunch, is it your testimony that it 
was your intent to utilize the umbrella to heckle the President? 

Mr. Witt. Yes; that is true. That was the only reason I was 
carrying it. 

Mr. Fauntroy. So that you weren't just going for a walk at 
lunch? 

Mr. Witt. Well, I did go out for a walk every day. 

Mr. Fauntroy. I see. 

Mr. Witt. Every day that the weather was not extreme, either 
raining or excessively hot. This day I took the umbrella along and 
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going out, if it was handy for me to do my little act of heckling, 
then that was my plan, yes. 

Mr. Fauntroy. So it was your intent to use the umbrella if you 
happened to be on the route that the President was traveling 
during that day? 

Mr. Witt. That is correct. 

Mr. Fauntroy. But you did not know exactly what that route 
was? 

Mr. Witt. I knew in general because all of the parades and this 
type of thing usually went down Main Street. 

Mr. Fauntroy. I wonder if you would care to tell us a little more 
about your understanding of the significance of the umbrella, and 
why you felt that it would heckle the President to raise the um- 
brella? 

Mr. Witt. I know the generalities of the thing. It had something 
to do with the — when the senior Mr. Kennedy was Ambassador to 
England, and the Prime Minister, some activity they had had in 
appeasing Hitler. The umbrella that the Prime Minister of Eng- 
land came back with got to be a symbol in some manner with the 
British people. By association, it got transferred to the Kennedy 
family, and, as I understood, it was a sore spot with the Kennedy 
family, like I said, in coffee break conversations someone had men- 
tioned, I think it is one of the towns in Arizona, it is Tucson or 
Phoenix, that someone had been out at the airport or some place 
where some members of the Kennedy family came through and 
they were rather irritated by the fact that they were brandishing 
the umbrellas. This is how the idea sort of got stuck in my mind. 

Mr. Fauntroy. Is it true that what you felt was that Mr. Kenne- 
dy would be sensitive because of the appeasement image of the 
umbrella as related to his father? 

Mr. Witt. Not the appeasement thing. It was just — excuse me — I 
just understood that it was sort of a sore spot with them and this 
was just one thing. I personally never thought too much of liberal 
politics in general. In this case the Kennedy family just happened 
to be in office. 

Mr. Fauntroy. I see. And it had no relationship in your own 
thinking between Mr. Kennedy's posture with; say, the Russians? 

Mr. Witt. No. No. No. That was not it at all. 

Mr. Fauntroy. But someone had — no — you had read in the 
paper that someone had used an umbrella to heckle the President 
and that it was a sore spot, and that was the reason 

Mr. Witt. Not read in the papers. 

Mr. Fauntroy. Someone told you? 

Mr. Witt. Yes. This was in a conversation somewhere at work. I 
wish that I could remember now who brought the subject up and 
put this idea in my head. I am sure that I would have taken that 
umbrella and clouted him over the head somewhere in this last 2 
or 3 weeks. 

Mr. Fauntroy. OK. Now, Mr. Witt, I wonder if you would again 
show us what happened, what you did? 

As I understand your testimony, you found your way into Dealey 
Plaza because there were not many people there, and you thought 
you would have an opportunity to in fact see the President and 
perhaps even heckle him. 
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Now, do you recall seeing tne motorcade approach Dealey Plaza? 

Mr. Witt. Yes. As a matter of fact, it was only — it was traveling 
west at the time I saw it. 

Mr. Fauntroy. All right. Now, where were you at that time? 

Mr. Witt. I was sitting somewhere in the grassy area there in 
Dealey Plaza. 

Mr. Fauntroy. All right. May we suspend for just a moment? 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Fauntroy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the brief interlude 
here. 

Mr. Witt, I was — as we suspended momentarily, I was asking you 
to recall the turning of the motorcade, and the car in which Presi- 
dent Kennedy sat, into Dealey Plaza. Can you recall that? 

Mr. Witt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fauntroy. And you at that time, you were telling me, were 
sitting down probably on the grassy knoll? 

Mr. Witt. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Fauntroy. Now, describe to us what happened and what you 
did when the car turned into the Dealey Plaza? 

Mr. Witt. Well, after I became aware of its presence, I got up 
and took the umbrella and started walking toward the street and 
opening the umbrella at the same time. 

Mr. Fauntroy. So that to the best of your recollection you — as 
you approached the sidewalk, you were opening the umbrella? 

Mr. Witt. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Fauntroy. All right. And the car is now passing and you — 
describe to us what happened. 

Mr. Witt. Well, as I was moving forward opening this umbrella, 
it was somewhere at — excuse me — it was somewhere at this point 
that I heard the shots, and I continued to move forward and 
eventually brought the umbrella up over my head. I think by this 
time I had already — by the time I got the umbrella up over my 
head, I was at the retaining wall and standing on it. 

Mr. Fauntroy. All right. Now, the car is moving beyond you 
now. Are you aware that the President has been hit at this point — 
after you hear these firecracker-like shots? 

Mr. Witt. No, sir. I — my view of the car during that length of 
time was blocked by the umbrella being open. And my — the next 
time I saw the car after I saw it coming down on my left traveling 
west, the next time I saw the car was when this activity of the car 
stopping, one car rushing up on another, the motorcycle patrolman 
stopping, there was this screeching of tires, this sort of thing. 

One thing I recall there was a movement in the President's car. 
By this time — I don't recall seeing the President. He must have — I 
am sure he was down. 

The only thing I recall was the — there was a sort of a pink 
movement, and it was — that was Jackie Kennedy, I think, wearing 
a pink dress or something. This pink thing stood out in my mind, 
and all of this happened in very rapid order. The — as soon as the 
one car ran up behind this one, a man jumped off and I think the 
first car was pulling out about the time he had jumped on the 
back. 

Mr. Fauntroy. Your testimony is that you then sat down where 
you are pictured there? 
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Mr. Witt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fauntroy. In the exhibit? 

Mr. Witt. At this point I was aware that something terrible had 
happened. 

Mr. Fauntroy. Something terrible had happened? 

Mr. Witt. Yes. At the time that I was moving forward with this 
umbrella in front of me, I was not aware of what was happening, 
even though I had heard the shots, until the movement, all this 
activity with the cars. That was my first awareness, and it was at 
this point that I just sat down. 

Mr. Fauntroy. And as you sat, you recall that — two things. One, 
that you recall seeing a couple covering their children, you say, off 
to the side? 

Mr. Witt. Yes, off to my right. 

Mr. Fauntroy. And you recall the presence of someone sitting 
beside you, is that true? 

Mr. Witt. That is correct. 

Mr. Fauntroy. Any someone from behind you saying something? 

Mr. Witt. Yes. I don’t know which of these came first, but the 
person sitting to my right said something to the effect that “They 
done shot them folks,” something like that. I think it was repeated 
about two or three times. It was repetitious. I don’t know if they 
meant to be talking to me, or if they were just talking out loud to 
themselves. 

As I testified before, I don’t think I ever actually looked directly 
at this person. I don’t recall ever, say, just turning and taking a 
good look at the person. 

I think what I was doing, I was— at this point I was somewhat 
stunned, and I just heard this while sitting there. At about this 
same time— I don’t know if it was before I heard this or after— 
about this same time there was this female voice up behind me 
shrieking and saying, “They have shot those people. They shot 
those people.” 

I think she may have said “They shot those people before my 
eyes” or something like this. There were a number of people — I 
could hear crying in the background, this sort of thing. 

Mr. Fauntroy. So that your description of your emotions after 
sitting down would be that you were stunned. Is that true? 

Mr. Witt. Yes. Once the realization — the realization that some- 
thing — 

Mr. Fauntroy. Terrible had happened? 

Mr. Witt. Had happened, yes, I was stunned. 

Mr. Fauntroy. I must admit that my reaction to the picture by 
which you were ultimately identified was one of a very cool cat. 
That is, you look rather cool there to me. But you were— — 

Mr. Witt. I can assure you I was not all that cool. I think one of 
my reactions was knowing that I was there with this stupid um- 
brella and heckling the President and — of course, I didn’t know 
that the President had been killed. As a matter of fact, I didn’t 
know he had been shot. I just knew that something had happened 
by the activity and what seemed to be in the air around me. 

But I think my own thinking may have been at the time that — I 
would have to describe it as a — kind of like a bad joke that had 
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gone sour, or a practical joke you pulled on someone that had gone 
sour, since I was there with this thing, and for that purpose. 

Mr. Fauntroy. Mr. Witt, is it your testimony that at no time did 
the Dallas police or the FBI contact you about your presence at 
Dealey Court Plaza at this time? 

Mr. Witt. No. In later years— after all this came up, I have 
always wondered why they didn’t, but no one ever— so far as I 
know, no one ever made any attempt to Find out who I was or why 
I was there. 

Mr. Fauntroy. When did you find out that you were a subject of 
suspicion; that is, that the umbrella man was somehow involved in 
the assassination? 

Mr. Witt. When the committee sent these things to the newspa- 
pers, and it was printed in the local papers, in the Dallas paper 
there. As a matter of fact, I didn’t see it on the day that it came 
out. We take the afternoon paper, the evening paper. I didn’t see it 
on the day that it came out. I saw it later, after I had taken the 
newspapers to work, because I wrapped small parts in it for ship- 
ping, and it was at this point that I saw the thing and read the 
thing, and was then aware that someone was looking for me, so to 
speak. 

Mr. Fauntroy. So that — is it your testimony that you did not 
learn that somebody was concerned about the umbrella man until 
10 or 15 years after, until 1978— only in 1978 were you aware? 

Mr. Witt. Well, as far as I know, no one was concerned with me. 

Mr. Fauntroy. So that explains, therefore, why you did not 
yourself contact the FBI or the police — Dallas Police Department, 
because you did not — you were not aware that someone with an 
umbrella in Dealey Plaza was an object of interest? 

Mr. Witt. No. As a matter of fact, I wasn’t aware that I was an 
object of interest. As a matter of fact, I have found out since — 
within the last few weeks, that there have been countless numbers 
of books and all sorts of controversies over this thing. But I drifted 
along all of these years and I have never seen one of these books 
because I have never been a fan of this assassination thing. I don’t 
go out of my way to read anything about it. 

So it sort of all has gone over my head up until the last few 
weeks. 

Mr. Fauntroy. Now, is it your testimony that you did in fact see 
this picture in the papers in July of this year? 

Mr. Witt. I saw this picture right here, the blurred picture in 
the lower right-hand corner. 

Mr. Fauntroy. And did you recognize it as yourself? 

Mr. Witt. After I read it, yes. 

Mr. Fauntroy. Why didn’t you come forward then? 

Mr. Witt. Quite frankly I didn’t at this point— I certainly didn’t 
want anybody to know who I was. 

Mr. Fauntroy. Uh huh. 

Mr. Witt. And I would say further that, had you never found 
me, I would have been far happier than I am right at this moment. 

Mr. Fauntroy. Mr. Chairman, I will suspend at this time in the 
event there are other members who have questions for the witness. 

I should like to reserve just a little time. 

Chairman Stokes. The Chair will protect the gentleman’s time. 
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Mr. Witness, the umbrella which lies before you on the witness 
table, did you bring it here today? 

Mr. Witt. I brought it from Dallas and I turned it over to Mr. 
Genzman yesterday. 

Chairman Stokes. And has that umbrella been in your posses- 
sion from November 22, 1963, until today, 

Mr. Witt. Yes; it has. 

Chairman Stokes. It has never left your possession for any 
reason 

Mr. Witt. Well, I would have to 

Chairman Stokes. Other than here when you gave it to Mr. 
Genzman? 

Mr. Witt. No. As a matter of fact, the day that I went back to 
work this umbrella was just tossed back on the rack where the 
raincoats and other umbrellas would have been. It could have been 
used by any number of people. There were quite a number of 
people who worked in this department, young boys who went out 
on errands, they could have taken this umbrella any number of 
times in or out. 

Chairman Stokes. OK. 

Now, I note that when Congressman Fauntroy was questioning 
you, it had been his intent to ask you to demonstrate the way in 
which you had held the umbrella on that specific date, but he was 
informed by counsel for the committee you had made a specific 
request that you not be asked to make such a demonstration; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Witt. That is correct. 

Chairman Stokes. OK. 

And is that still your request to this committee? 

Mr. Witt. Yes, sir. I— my line of thinking is that since we are 
not in the same area, we couldn't exactly duplicate what I did 
there. The only thing my doing that, it would just be more fodder 
for an overeager press back in Dallas to show this off and continue 
to embarrass me and my family, more so than we have already 
been embarrassed. 

Chairman Stokes. Certainly. 

Mr. Witt. We — I would add at this point that we have been 
through quite a bit. I brought it on myself, but nevertheless, we 
have been through quite a bit already. 

Chairman Stokes. Well, I certainly understand that, and I am 
sure this committee is going to respect your wishes in that respect. 

I have one concern though, and that is that if the committee does 
not cause the umbrella to be opened up, it may lend once again to 
more speculation that the reason we didn't open it was because 
there was such a dart gun in it. For that reason I am not going to 
ask you to do it, but I think that it is important that committee 
staff open this umbrella so we can ascertain there is no dart gun in 
it. 

Mr. Witt. As far as I am concerned, they are certainly welcome 
to. 

Chairman Stokes. All right. 

Can we have someone from the staff do that? Miss Cynthia 
Cooper of the committee staff. 
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Maybe you ought to turn that way with it [indicating toward 
press and cameras]. [Laughter.] 

[Photograph depicts what occurred when Miss Cynthia Cooper 
opened umbrella.] 



Chairman Stokes. I guess there is no gun in it. 

Thank you very much. 

The gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Devine. 

Mr. Devine. Mr. Witt, we understand your reluctance to be here. 
We appreciate very much your coming forward. Just for the record, 
would you tell the committee what you did when you saw your 
picture in the paper? To whom did you report, or what did you do? 

Mr. Witt. When I saw the picture? 

Mr. Devine. Yes. 

Mr. Witt. I didn't do anything at that time. I was working at the 
time I saw it and was aware that I was wanted for questioning by 
this committee. I didn't do anything. I didn't make any effort to 
contact this committee or anyone else. I just did nothing. 

Mr. Devine. How did you become revealed publicly as the person 
with the umbrella? 

Mr. Witt. As I understand it, one of my good friends went to the 
press. As a matter of fact, a couple of guys — reporters — came to 
where I work and started barraging me with questions, and I knew 
it was just a matter of time until they would have my name in the 
paper and then it would be known. For me it was just a matter of 
waiting until somebody came along and said, “I want to talk to 
you." 

Mr. Devine, Getting back to the time and the place. I think in 
your original testimony in response to a question from counsel you 
said you heard a shot or something when you were sitting or 
standing there by the grassy knoll. Could you tell where this 
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disturbance or this shot came from in relation to where you were 
standing? 

Mr. Witt. No, sir, really couldn’t. Of course, there were a 
number of shots and they all seemed to be just rapid — just very 
close spaced. As to the direction, I couldn’t say. 

Mr. Devine. You do not know, you cannot recall from what 
direction they may have come? 

Mr, Witt. No, sir. I am sorry, I can’t be of any help there. 

Mr. Devine. We recognize it has been 15 years nearly. Can you 
tell this committee how many shots you thought you heard? 

Mr. Witt. I really couldn’t say. Just remembering — I would have 
to say three or more. 

Mr. Devine. Three or more. Were they in rapid succession? 

Mr. Witt. Very. As I recall, very rapid. 

Mr. Devine. Unless you have some objection, would you demon- 
strate by rapping your knuckle on the table about the time inter- 
val you feel you remember the shots were fired. 

Mr. Witt. I don’t know if I could really give you a good example, 
but it was just [witness wraps three times rapidly on table]. 

Mr. Devine. As I recall, when the President’s motorcade was 
moving toward you, you were standing. Did you run the umbrella 
up and down as a symbol of Neville Chamberlain or did you just 
hold it up or did you point it in his direction? What did you do, 
specifically? 

Mr. Witt. I really don’t recall. I could have moved the umbrella 
up and down but I just don’t recall. 

Mr. Devine. Then when the disturbance occurred and the Presi- 
dential motorcade moved out, you sat down? 

Mr. Witt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Devine. And there was someone beside you as indicated by 
that lower right-hand picture? 

Mr. Witt. Yes. I still don’t know if they were sitting there when 
I sat down or if they moved to that point later. I don’t remember. 

Mr. Devine. Did you say you saw people running then, after you 
were seated? 

Mr. Witt. No; at one point the person that I mentioned before as 
running was a man who jumped off the second car and ran and 
jumped on the President’s car. 

Mr. Devine. I am talking primarily about spectators. Was there 
any movement among the spectators that you noticed? 

Mr. Witt. Not as I recall spectators. There were people who 
seemed to run up from the street to that grassy knoll, but some- 
where along the way I heard these were Secret Servicemen or 
plainclothesmen. 

Mr. Devine. When you say running up the grassy knoll, you 
mean in the direction away from the President’s car? 

Mr. Witt. Away from the street, and it would be up to the side 
of that schoolbook depository building. 

Mr. Devine. You mentioned you saw a police officer with a 
revolver, or a handgun, in a raised position? 

Mr. Witt. This was after some time had elapsed. 

Mr. Devine. Are you talking about seconds or minutes? 
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Mr. Witt. More in minutes. This was after I had sat down. As a 
matter of fact, it was somewhere about the point where I guess I 
was getting ready to leave. 

Mr. Devine. After the motorcade moved out and the crowd was 
milling around you, you just casually went back to your place of 
employment? 

Mr. Witt. I don’t know if casually describes it. I did pick up the 
umbrella and go back to the building where I worked. One end of 
the building was on Elm Street. 

Mr. Devine. That is the first time you learned the President had 
been shot? 

Mr. Witt. After I got back in the building, yes. 

Mr. Devine. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. The 
gentleman from Tennessee, Mr. Ford. 

Mr. Ford. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am going to be very brief. 

Mr. Witt, in light of what Mr. Fauntroy and the chairman have 
mentioned to you earlier, I would like to know if for the last 15 
years you have kept that umbrella at your home and your business 
place or some other place? 

Mr. Witt. Yes. 

Mr. Ford. You know, just looking at it, even though I know it 
flapped over when the young lady opened it up a minute ago, that 
umbrella is in pretty good shape, wouldn’t you say? 

Mr. Witt. I suppose. 

Mr. Ford. Other than flipping on the wrong side. You can buy a 
new one and it will flip over. Why did you keep it 15 years? Did 
you have any reason for keeping that umbrella that long? 

Mr. Witt. Not particularly. The only thing that the umbrella 
survived that long — like I say, this was in use because it was 
thrown in there with all the others — the only reason I can figure 
out it lasted this long is because of the size. You take this thing out 
and it’s big and it’s clumsy, whereas I had other umbrellas and 
would wear a raincoat and wouldn’t use this one. 

Mr. Ford. How many others do you have? 

Mr. Witt. I have no idea. Over the years I have no idea. 

Mr. Ford. Do you think you could have picked up the wrong one 
and brought it here from Dallas? 

Mr. Witt. It is quite possible. The only reason I believe with 
almost 100 percent that is the very same umbrella is the fact that 
it’s a big umbrella, and I am almost positive that is the one. 

Mr. Ford. You said some of the other office people used the 
umbrella when you carried it to your job. Could they have walked 
out with your umbrella and brought this one back, a completely 
different umbrella from the one you used on the day John Kenne- 
dy was assassinated? 

Mr. Witt. That is entirely possible, but I really don’t think that 
happened. 

Mr. Ford. In your house there are two, three, or four umbrellas; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Witt. I wouldn’t know how many are there. There are some 
in the back closet. I usually have one in the car. The other day I 
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Mr. Ford. You did not identify that one 15 years ago and say, “I 
am going to keep this umbrella here”? 

Mr. Witt. No; at that particular time I placed no significance on 
that umbrella. 

Mr. Ford. When this committee's staff made contact with you, 
did you go to your closet and identify “This is the one I had on 
November 23, 1963”? Were you able to say that to yourself? 

Mr. Witt. Yes; when Mr. Moriarity was at my house there in 
Dallas he asked me if I still had the umbrella. I said, “Yes, I have 
an umbrella that I believe is the exact same umbrella.” 

Mr. Ford. You didn't have to look at the other umbrellas in your 
closet? 

Mr. Witt. No; the other umbrellas I believe are little stubby 
things. Some of them may be folded up. Anyway, they are not big 
and clumsy like this thing. 

Mr. Ford. So you buy a lot of umbrellas; is that correct? 

Mr. Witt, No; not particularly. I am 53 years old. You collect a 
lot of stuff in that period of time. Umbrellas are not a particular 
hobby of mine. It is just that over the years — although God knows, 
it may seem it is. 

Mr. Ford. My final question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Witt, what do you think an umbrella is used for? Is it used 
to keep the sun off you, the rain, or just to carry along with you to 
match a topcoat or something? 

Mr. Witt. Well, an umbrella sure can be used for many things. I 
am sure you would use it to keep the rain off, keep the sun off, and 
in this case you can use it to — as I did for that purpose that I 
named. 

Mr. Ford. Why are you using it today? Why did you come to 
Washington today with the umbrella? For what purpose? 

Mr. Witt. Why did I? 

Mr. Ford. Yes. 

Mr. Witt. Because I was subpenaed. 

Mr. Ford. Thank you. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. The 
gentleman from Indiana, Mr. Fithian. 

Mr. Fithian. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, for the record, I would like to ask permission of 
the Chair to write a two-page historical memorandum on the 
tenure of Ambassador Kennedy in England and the Neville Cham- 
berlain episode. I am afraid perhaps some might not get the clear 
significance of the umbrella as the symbol. Ambassador Kennedy 
took a rather merciless treatment subsequent to his placing his 
own belief in Neville Chamberlain's policies. These of course came 
in great disrepute after Winston Churchill became Prime Minister 
and after the Munich Conference broke down. I think it might be 
helpful if at this point in the record we had a somewhat clearer 
historical explanation than we have. I won't burden you with it 
now but I would like permission to write such. 

Chairman Stokes. We would be happy to take advantage of the 
gentleman's expertise in the area of history and have it for the 
benefit of the committee's files. 
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Mr. Fithian. It is very hard 30 years hence to understand how 
much the symbol of Neville Chamberlain became associated with 
an umbrella. 

Mr. Witt, in 1963, you said you were a conservative and you did 
not care much for liberal policies and you didn’t care much for 
liberal politicians; is that correct? 

Mr. Witt. Yes. 

Mr. Fithian. Do you remember what groups or organizations you 
belonged to in 1963? 

Mr. Witt. None. 

Mr. Fithian. Not even any civic organizations or clubs? 

Mr. Witt. At that time; no. 

Mr. Fithian. Have you ever belonged to organizations such as 
the White Citizens Council or Ku Klux Klan? 

Mr. Witt. No; I am just not a joiner of organizations in general. I 
am certainly not a joiner of organizations either to the left or the 
right. 

Mr. Fithian. I just wanted to make sure. I think Mr. Devine 
questioned on the shots but you really at this date, even thinking 
about it all this time trying to reconstruct it, as I am sure you 
must have many times, you can’t help the committee at all as to 
either the direction the shots came from or the number of shots 
fired? 

Mr. Witt. No; I really can’t. The only thing that I can recall is 
the rapid fire, their close spacing. 

Mr. Fithian. I have no further questions. 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. Is 
anyone else seeking recognition? 

The gentleman from Connecticut, Mr. McKinney. 

Mr. McKinney. Mr. Witt, it is a pleasure to see you in person. I 
know it is not a pleasure for you to be here and I really don’t 
blame you, but I have been looking at that picture for so many 
years. It is a pleasure to see you in person. 

You did hear gunfire, correct, and you saw several shots in rapid 
succession? 

Mr. Witt. No, sir. I really can’t place them at any particular 
place. 

Mr. McKinney. You mentioned a policeman standing beside you 
on the grassy knoll with a gun, I guess sort of pointed up this way 
[indicating]. Did you notice anything more than normal activity of 
police or anyone running around looking for people or as if they 
were looking for people? 

Mr. Witt. No. Not that I recall. 

Mr. McKinney. I never disagree with my colleagues on this 
committee, particularly the member from the District of Columbia, 
since I am one of his most ardent supporters. But I think you have 
a rather stunned look on your face in the picture in the lower 
right-hand corner. You are just sort of staring across the street. 
You testified, you didn’t even look at the guy next to you? 

Mr. Witt. Yes. This is correct. One of the gentlemen up there 
described me as being very cool. I am afraid 

Mr. McKinney. I think your jaw is a little too low to look cool. 

Mr. Witt. I was definitely stunned. This is why there are some 
things I don’t remember. The things that I do remember are the 
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things where there was repetition, the multiple shots, this person 
repeating themselves, the woman repeating herself. Naturally the 
activity of the cars, that sticks with me. If I said anything to the 
person sitting to my right, I don’t recall what it was. 

Mr. McKinney. One of the strange things about this assassina- 
tion is that a few people were right about the picket fence or the 
retaining wall, and the committee has had to spend hundreds of 
thousands of dollars to find out what went on. They have made a 
lot of money out of a few words and we have spent a lot of money 
trying to figure out whether what they said is true or not. 

Did you notice anyone or anything going on by the picket fence 
or by the retaining wall in Dealey Plaza up at the top of the grassy 
knoll? Did you see anyone peering over the fence or jumping over 
the fence or chasing anyone, or did you hear or see anything from 
that particular area? 

Mr. Witt. No, sir, I did not, because at no point was I ever facing 
that direction. 

Mr. McKinney. Since that area was quite close to you in com- 
parison to the book depository, do you feel in your own mind that if 
a shot had come from the grassy knoll picket fence retaining wall 
area, that you would have been aware of where that shot had come 
from? In general, you were not aware of where any of the shots 
came from but that area was quite close to you? 

Mr. Witt. I don’t know if I would have been aware of a shot that 
would have come from the area that you mention or not. 

Mr. McKinney. It is an unfair question because it asks for an 
assumption. I am not a lawyer, so I am allowed to get away with 
that sort of thing. 

Did you notice the reaction or the movement, or anything else, of 
any of the other eyewitnesses across the street or around you? 

Mr. Witt. No, sir, I did not. 

Mr. McKinney. In fact, you really didn’t turn around to look at 
the guy who sat down next to you? 

Mr. Witt. No, sir, I didn’t. 

Mr. McKinney. You stated earlier that you did not look at the 
picket fence or at the retaining wall. So obviously if I ask you, did 
you observe anyone behind them, it is a slight redundancy. But did 
you observe anyone at any time wandering around that fence or 
wall before you opened the umbrella or before you left the grassy 
knoll? 

Mr. Witt. No, I did not. The only time that I would have looked 
in that direction, if I even looked at all, would be when I was 
walking out into the middle of this grassy area. At no other time 
would I, because it would have been to either my back or my side. I 
really don’t know how it is laid out down there. The picket fence, I 
don’t even know where it is. 

Mr. McKinney. I really think this is very unfair for me to do 
this for you because I have trouble summarizing my own thoughts. 
But I would like to, if I could, summarize what I think you have 
said and, get you to agree with me or not. That is, you were sitting 
there waiting for the President to come by in an area where you 
were somewhat by yourself so that you could be noticed and so you 
could brandish the umbrella. As you opened the umbrella, your 
visibility of the scene was obstructed. When you held the umbrella 
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up, you became aware that something and something pretty bad, 
had happened. You had heard shots, you had seen a Secret Service 
man leap on the back of the other car, you had seen the pink blur 
of Mrs. Kennedy sort of scrambling on the back of the car. You 
closed the umbrella, sat down, dropped the umbrella on the 
sidewalk and realized that what had started out as a, quote, “joke,” 
somehow or other had turned into something that hadn’t worked, 
that was sour. Is that a pretty fair summary? 

Mr. Witt. Yes; that is correct. I think that sums it up. 

Mr. McKinney. Mr. Witt, I thank you very much for coming. I 
know you are an extremely private person and that this has been 
an extremely painful situation for both you and your family, and I 
for one, who feels quite often that my privacy and my family’s 
privacy gets invaded for no good reason, sympathise with you and 
admire your willingness to answer questions that have been hang- 
ing around for 15 years. 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. The 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Edgar. 

Mr. Edgar. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

As I have been listening to Mr. McKinney’s conversation with 
you about your recollection, I am reminded of the fact that my wife 
just a few weeks ago witnessed a very tragic accident and her first 
impression or expression was of shock when she saw the accident 
occur. But after the shock subsided she had the presence to go and 
say to the policeman who eventually arrived that she would be 
willing to act as a witness, give whatever testimony she could 
about who was or was not involved and exactly how the accident 
occurred for purposes of later investigations. 

Did it ever occur to you, as someone who literally sat down in 
front of where the President was assassinated, that you might have 
a bit or piece of evidence that might be a contribution to the 
authorities looking into the death of President Kennedy? 

Mr. Witt. I don’t really know if this ever occurred to me or not. 
Had it occurred to me, I seriously doubt that I would have gone 
forward to volunteer any information. 

Mr. Edgar. Were you frightened about the fact that you had 
deliberately set out to cause a scene or an embarrassment to the 
President? 

Mr. Witt. Not frightened as such, but at that time there was a 
great deal of what I would have to describe as hysteria in the 
Dallas area about the President being killed. It could have been 
extremely unwise for me to have volunteered and become known at 
that time. It could have been dangerous to me or my family. 

Mr. Edgar. In what way would it have been dangerous to you or 
your family? 

Mr. Witt. Well, you would have had to have lived in the city to 
be aware of how things were then, in that everyone — I really 
wouldn’t know how to describe it. I really don’t know, but never- 
theless I would say that I would not have made it known. 

Mr. Edgar. Were you afraid to go privately to the Dallas Police 
Department and share the information of what you saw with a 
police officer in the privacy of a room at the police station? 

Mr. Witt. I really don’t know. I really think if I had any real 
thought on this — and I can’t recall one way or the other — it would 
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be my guess that my line of thinking was I really had nothing to 
offer other than just having done a foolish thing. 

Mr. Edgar. Were you concerned about the foolishness of your act 
or were you concerned about the retribution that might come to 
you? 

Mr. Witt. I don’t know what my line of thinking was. But I 
think it would have been both. 

Mr. Edgar. I appreciate the fact that you have come forward 
now in response to the picture that we have shown. It is difficult 
many years later to piece together all of what happened in Dealey 
Plaza. You do have a contribution to make, as has been exhibited 
by your presence here today. I hope that others who may see 
various events like this stop and think about making a contribu- 
tion by notifying whatever authorities are there of what they see 
even if it isn t very important to them or if it looks insignificant to 
them. It may play a part in unraveling a very complicated story. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

The gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Sawyer. 

Mr. Sawyer. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to request that 
when the gentleman from Indiana submits his historical analysis of 
the attribution of the umbrella as a symbol of Neville Chamberlain 
and the senior Mr. Joseph Kennedy, who was then Ambassador to 
the Court of St. James, I be allowed to submit one page on the 
subject of Scotch. 

Mr. Fithian. If the gentleman would yield, I meant to say for the 
benefit of the witness more than anyone else the sensitivity of the 
late Kennedy on this point stems not only because of the close 
family relationship but because he was secretary to his father the 
ambassador during a part of that tenure, and I think it was all the 
more kind of a personal thing, and he went on, of course, to write 
the award-winning thesis at Harvard entitled “While England 
Slept,” and a lot of people believe that was again sort of his own 
trying to wrestle with this bad taste that was left in the mouth of 
the American people because of Ambassador Kennedy’s interpreta- 
tion of the German-British pact at Munich. 

Mr. Sawyer. I have nothing further, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

The gentleman from the District of Columbia, Mr. Fauntroy. 

Mr. Fauntroy. I have one more question for Mr. Witt: You have 
indicated that you have learned over these years now that the 
umbrella man was considered a factor; that even someone has 
suggested the umbrella was a gun and that it may have been a 
signal. You may want also to know and, therefore, to help us, that 
the person sitting beside you has been alleged to have been a 
Cuban and that other pictures taken in the plaza suggested that he 
may have been talking on a two-way radio while he was sitting 
beside you. It would have been of great interest to us to identify 
who that person sitting beside you was. For that reason I simply 
ask, is there anything that you can recall about the person that 
would enable us to find him, even as we found you, because your 
story sounds plausible? 

Mr. Witt. I wish that I could give you more information, but I 
am sorry I can’t. Now, as for him talking on a 
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Mr. Fauntroy. Two-way radio. 

Mr. Witt. Two-way radio, while sitting beside me, I feel sure that 
I would have been aware of that even though I was stunned and I 
don’t recall ever looking directly at the man, but I believe that 
anyone who was sitting that close, as the picture shows him, I feel 
sure that I would have known if they were holding — because those 
walkie-talkie things are fairly large, they are certainly bigger than 
a person’s hand. I feel like I would have remembered that. I can’t 
say with 100 percent certainty that I would have remembered that, 
but somehow I just feel like I would have. 

One thing — there are two things in having been shown these 
pictures where my memory was different from what the pictures 
showed. No. 1, the couple that was covering the children, I remem- 
ber them as being up close to me, as being fairly close, because I 
saw them doing this, and in later years I have thought how ridicu- 
lous it was of me standing up with gunfire going on, and standing 
there like a tourist, and here these people had the presence of 
mind to cover these children. 

The other thing is in my memory I don’t remember a person 
sitting that close to me. The person that I remember as saying 
what he did and repeating it a number of times, I don’t remember 
having been that close. I don’t know if these pictures are taken at 
an angle that makes it look like that or if my memory is playing 
tricks on me. 

Mr. Fauntroy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Stokes. The gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Devine. 

Mr. Devine. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have just one question 
for the purpose of the record, Mr. Witt. 

This appears to have been somewhat of an impulsive act on your 
part. Is there anything in your history that you have been a 
demonstrator or picket or engaged in symbolic acts in the past, or 
is this a single incident in your life that you wish had never 
happened? 

Mr. Witt. Never before. This is the only time. True, I wish it had 
never happened. I am not a person who wishes to bring himself 
into notice, and I think this very fact is what put me down there in 
this area, in this street I went down. There were all those people. 
Had I broke out this big oversize umbrella, there would have been 
people standing on either side of me and probably questioning 
what the heck was I doing. 

By continuing my little walk, I do not know how long I continued 
to maintain the idea I was going to do this, but I have the feeling 
when I was headed back in the direction of where I work, that I 
saw this area down there and an open space where there were not 
all this many people around. So I would think it would be my 
particular personality of not wanting to be questioned by people or 
putting on a show in front of people that led me into that particu- 
lar location. 

Mr. Devine. For the record, this is the first and probably the last 
time you have engaged in a demonstration such as this? 

Mr. Witt. Indeed; the first and the last. 

Mr. Devine. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Stokes. Mr. Witt, I would just like to say what is 
probably equally tragic with the event which occurred on that date 
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has been the rumors and theories which have grown up around 
such a tragic event in our history. Indeed, one of the reasons this 
particular committee was constituted by the House of Representa- 
tives is so that we might once and for all investigate all the facts 
and circumstances surrounding the death of President Kennedy 
and report to the American people the true facts as we have found 
them. 

It is in that respect that even though this has been perhaps an 
unfortunate event for you, one that has caused you and your 
family some concern and indeed some embarrassment, I want to 
say that I think you have performed for the American people a 
real service today, by coming forth and dispelling another one of 
the rumors which have for now some 15 years caused great uneasi- 
ness in the American people. 

Indeed, over the years many people have profited in continuing 
to form rumors around one of the most tragic events in our history. 

Additionally, since it has been in a rather somber vein, you have 
been a very candid witness and one who has lent some degree of 
levity to our proceeding to give us some relief from this. I indeed 
applaud you for coming forth and giving us your testimony today. 

Additionally I would extend to you 5 minutes for any comments 
you may wish to make, to which you are entitled under our rules. 

Mr. Witt. I do not think I have any comment. I cannot really 
think of anything else that I could offer the committee which 
would be of any help to them. If I could, I certainly would. I would 
like to thank everyone for their courtesy. The only two people I 
have had direct dealings with was Mr. Moriarty who interviewed 
me in Dallas, and Mr. Genzman, who interviewed me last night. 
Both of these men have been very thorough, I would say, in their 
questioning, very businesslike, but at all times very courteous, and 
I do appreciate that. 

The only other thing that I would care to say is that I think if 
the Guinness Book of World Records had a category for people who 
were at the wrong place at the wrong time, doing the wrong thing, 
I would be No. 1 in that position, without even a close runner-up. 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you very much, Mr. Witt. You are 
excused now, sir. 

The Chair recognizes Professor Blakey. 

Mr. Blakey. A widely held belief that has been fostered by some 
of the critics is that the death rate of individuals connected in 
some way to the assassination has been improbably high. 

The editor of a weekly newspaper in Midlothian, Tex., Penn 
Jones, started it all by publishing his mysterious death theory in a 
book, “Forgive My Grief', in 1966. Jones assembled details of the 
deaths and of the connections of the deceased to the assassina- 
tion — an attorney for Jack Ruby, Oswald's landlady, newsmen who 
had covered the assassination, a noted columnist who had inter- 
viewed Ruby, and so on. 

Other critics picked up on Jones' thesis. In Accessories After the 
Fact, Sylvia Meagher writes: 

Viewed subjectively, the witnesses appear to be dying like flies. But an authorita- 
tive opinion on the mortality rate of those involved directly or marginally in the 
assassination and attendant events remains to be rendered by some actuarial 
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expert. It may be that the deaths are within the normal rates, despite the appear- 
ance of an epidemic, or it may be that they are radically out of line. 

Mr. Chairman, Jacqueline Hess, the committee's chief of re- 
search for the Kennedy assassination investigation, has been in 
charge of the mysterious deaths project. Her report, on which she 
is prepared to testify today, contains the findings of the project. 

It would be appropriate at this time, Mr. Chairman, to call Ms. 
Hess. 

Chairman Stokes. The committee calls Miss Hess. 

Stand and raise your right hand and be sworn. 

Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give 
is the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help 
you God? 


TESTIMONY OF JACQUELINE HESS 

Ms. Hess. I do. 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you. You may be seated. 

Ms. Hess. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee. The issue of 
mysterious deaths, that is, that a statistically improbable number 
of individuals with some direct or peripheral association with the 
Kennedy assassination died as a result of that assassination, there- 
by raising the specter of conspiracy, was first brought to national 
attention as the result of a promotional campaign for the movie 
“Executive Action" which was based on Mark Lane's novel, “Rush 
to Judgment." 

Mr. Chairman, I would direct your attention to JFK exhibit 
F-544 and ask that it be admitted into the record at this time. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection. 

[The information follows:] 
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FACTS BEHIND THE MAKING OF THIS FILM 


Introduction 


EXECUTIVE ACTION" is a film of fiction — baaed on fact. 

Ten years ago — on Friday, November 22, 1963, at 12 30 P.M. — 
President John F. Kennedy rode in an open limousine through the 
streets of Dallas. At a place known as Deaky Plaza, he was shot to death. 

This event, which abruptly and severely altered the course of history, 
has been the source of intense and continuing controversy. The haunt- 
ing questions still remain. “Who did it 7" “Why did they do it?" “How 
was it done?” 

The official answers have never satisfied a majority among us. A 
Gallup Poll on the Warren Report asked. “Do you think one man alone 
was responsible for the assassination of President Kennedy or do you 
think otheri were involved?” 

64* of thoae polled believed that otheri were involved. 

This film dramatizes the story of how a conspiracy to assassinate 
President Kennedy could have taken place 

This b^k ground material came from many sources. Exhibits and 
testimony gathered by the Warren Commission, the FBI. the CIA, the 
Stare Department, the Secret Service, the Dallas Police Department and 
Sheriff’s office. Newspaper and magazine snicks. Radio and television 
tapes Evidence uncovered by private investigators. 


This does not purport to be a definite document on ifc* Huaacmation 
of JFK. It is aokly a bibliography for the film which deals with only 
limited aspects of (he event. 

The dialogues in the film are, for the moat pan, fictional Houma-, 
substantia] portions are baaed upon the documented material. 

References to the Warren Commission Report (WCR) it* testimony 
and exhibits, will be made by citing the number of the Volume (there 
are 26 in all) and the page number. For example, 19H102 would refer 
to Volume 19 of (he Hearings' published record, page 102. 

Further citations will use Commission Exhibit numbers ( for example, 
CE 399) or Commission Document numbers (e.g. CD 7). Many of 
thr.se documents are available in the Archives. Some are sdll classified. 
Only declassified evidence available to the public will be cited in them 
P»g» 

Additional source materials cited are available in public libraries 
and newspaper files. 

Scenes in the motion picture baaed on historical fads are noted. Otha 
scenes taken from actual films of evenu are noted as ‘matters of his- 
torical record.' 
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DOUBTS WARREN 
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PREVIOUS 
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PROTECTION OF 
PRESIDENT AND OTHER 
HEADS OF STATE 
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THE "INTELLIGENCE” 
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TEST BAN TREATY WITH 
USSR DEBATED 
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FIRST ANNOUNCEMENT 
OF JFK'S PUNNED 
DALUS VISIT 
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In the three-year period which followed the murder 
of President Kennedy and Lee Harvey Oswald, eight- 
teen material witnesses died — six by gunfire, three 
in motor accidents, two by suicide, one from a cut 
throat, one from a karate chop to the neck, three 
from heart attacks, and two from natural causes. 

An actuary, engaged by the London Sunday Times 
concluded that on November 22, 1963, the odds 
against these witnesses being dead by February, 1967, 
were one hundred thousand trillion to one. 
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Ms. Hess. It is a blowup of an advertisement for the movie 
Executive Action. As you can see, it states that an actuary engaged 
by the London Sunday Times concluded that on November 22, 
1963, the odds against 18 material witnesses being dead within a 3- 
year period were 100,000 trillion to 1. Since the publication of that 
figure, it has turned up in articles, letters, books, and conversation 
as anywhere from 1,000-to-l to 1 billion-to-1. Very few people seem 
to know what it is that they are quoting, but they do have a sense 
of some enormous odds existing with respect to the deaths of a 
group of Kennedy-assassination-related witnesses. Illustrative of 
the widespread concern over this issue is the query President Fidel 
Castro made during the interview of him by this committee in 
Cuba on April 3, 1978: 

If I may ask you, is there anything true, or how much could be true about those 
publications which state that many people who could have had a part in Kennedy’s 
death have died in accidents and things like that? 

On April 27, 1978, the committee obtained a copy of an article 
printed in the London Sunday Times on February 26, 1967. Mr. 
Chairman, at this time I ask that the article be admitted into the 
record as JFK exhibit F-541, and I direct your attention to the 
enlargement of the article which is on the easel. The chart in the 
article lists 19 individuals as being the victims of mysterious 
deaths, including Lee Harvey Oswald and Jack Ruby. The article 
states that the London Sunday Times asked an actuary to compute 
the life expectancy of 15 of these individuals. It further states that 
the actuary concluded that on November 22, 1963, the odds against 
all 15 being dead by February 1976 were about 1 in 10 to the 29th 
power, or 100,000 trillion to 1. 

On April 28, 1978, the committee sent a letter to the London 
Sunday Times requesting a copy of the actuarial study and of all 
documents used in the preparation of the study. I would now ask 
that that letter, JFK exhibit F-542, be admitted into the record. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection JFK exhibits F-541 and 
F-542 may be entered into the record. 

[The information follows:] 


THK SUNDAY TIM KB, 2U KKUHLAixY 



Billions to one odds in the Kennedy deaths 



JFK Exhibit F-541 
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Select Committee on Stesastfinationtf 
33.S>. JJjouse ot fttptcseniatibtrf 

ssji Houttornce building, an n*x 2 
Washington, D.c. 203is 

April 25, 1978 


Librarian 

London Sunday Times 
P. 0. Box 7 
200 Gray's Inn Road 
London, England WCIX 8E2 

Dear Sir: 

In connection with its investigation into the circum- 
stances surrounding the death of President Kennedy, the Select 
Committee on Assassinations of the U. S. House of Representa- 
tives requests a copy of the actuarial study referenced in the 
attached February 26, 1967 London Sunday Times article and of all 
documents relating to the preparation of the study. 

Thank you for your prompt attention to this request. 

We appreciate the cooperation of your Washington and 
New York offices, particularly that of Ms. Katherine Grayson 
of the Washington Office. 

Sincerely, 

G. Robert Blakey 

Chief Counsel and Director 

GRB: jhd 
Enclosure 

cc: Katherine Grayson 


JFK Exhibit F-542 

Ms. Hess. On May 19, 1978, the committee received a response 
from the London Sunday Times. I direct your attention again to 
the easel, to JFK exhibit F-543, an enlargement of that letter. I 
would now like to read that letter into the record. It is directed to 
Mr. G. Robert Blakey, chief counsel and director, Select Committee 
on Assassinations, and it is entitled, Kennedy deaths statistics — 
The Sunday Times, February 26, 1967. 

The Editor has passed me your letter of 25th April. 

Our piece about the odds against the deaths of the Kennedy witnesses was, I 
regret to say, based on a careless journalistic mistake and should not have been 
published. This was realized by The Sunday Times’ editorial staff after the first 
edition — the one which goes to the United States and which I believe you have — had 
gone out, and later editions were amended. 

There was no question of our actuary having got his answer wrong: It was simply 
that we asked him the wrong question. He was asked what were the odds against 15 
named people out of the population of the United States dying within a short period 
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of time, to which he replied — correctly — that they were very high. However, if one 
asks what are the odds against 15 of those included in the Warren Commission 
index dying within a given period, the answer is, of course, that they are much 
lower. Our mistake was to treat the reply to the former question as if it dealt with 
the latter — hence the fundamental error in our first edition report, for which we 
apologize. 

None of the editorial staff involved in this story can remember the name of the 
actuary we consulted, but in view of what happened you will, I imagine, agree that 
his identity is hardly material. 

Yours sincerely, Antony Whitaker, Legal Manager. 

Even though the London Sunday Times had not structured its 
actuarial inquiry properly and, therefore, the 100,000 trillion to 1 
odds were invalid, the committee staff looked into the possibility of 
conducting a valid study, contracting with our own actuarial firms 
here in the District of Columbia: Edward H. Friend & Co., Towers, 
Perrin, Forster & Co., and the Wyatt Co., We then had meetings 
with representatives of each company and each subsequently sub- 
mitted a proposal, addressing both the general issue of which actu- 
arial principles did or did not apply, and the specific issue of the 
practical problems which would be encountered in attempting to 
apply those principles to this particular case. As a result of these 
conversations and of a review of the proposals, we determined the 
following facts concerning the validity and feasibility of attempting 
to apply actuarial odds to the group of deaths. 

One, to compute valid actuarial statistics, one must be able to 
determine to a reasonable degree of specificity, the universe of 
individuals to which the specific group is being compared. In other 
words, we would have to determine the total number of individuals 
who exist in each of the categories into which those individuals 
who have mysteriously died, fall. This means that we would need 
to establish the number of individuals who in any manner could be 
considered witnesses to the assassination of President Kennedy and 
Lee Harvey Oswald, the number of individuals who had any con- 
tact with Oswald or Ruby or with Ruby's nightclubs, the number of 
individuals who professed to have material knowledge of the case 
or of the major figures in the case, all news reporters who had 
expressed interest, taken interviews or investigated the case, and 
all Members of Congress who sought to introduce legislation con- 
cerning the investigation of the case. This, as you can imagine, 
would have been an impossible task. 

Two, in addition, for each of the individuals identified in the 
groups I have just listed, we would have to establish age, sex, race, 
occupation, geographical location, and any other extraordinary fac- 
tors which have to be taken into consideration in order to compute 
mortality rates. Again, this was judged to be an impossible job. 

Three, we would need to determine the number of individuals in 
these categories who have, in fact, died and the number of individ- 
uals who, according to actuarial mortality rates, should have died. 

We had thus established the impossibility of attempting to estab- 
lish, through the application of actuarial principles, any meaning- 
ful implications about the existence or absence of a conspiracy. 
Despite the fact that an inference of conspiracy, as here postulated 
by the critics, did not exist, we nevertheless decided not to dismiss 
the cited deaths out of hand, but rather, to look more closely at the 
nature of certain specific deaths to determine whether or not they 
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could individually be considered mysterious or in some other 
manner, a reflection of some sort of conspiracy. 

In an attempt to investigate the circumstances of the deaths 
individually, we did several things. First, we compiled a more 
comprehensive list of those individuals whose deaths were consid- 
ered by the critics to be mysterious. In some cases, it proved 
difficult to determine which deaths the critics considered mysteri- 
ous. In many cases, instead of statements of fact, we found unsub- 
stantiated inference and innuendo, with little concrete information 
provided. For example, David Goldstein and FNU Levens are both 
included in Sylvia Meagher's book, “Accessories After the Fact,” as 
mysterious deaths. Goldstein is described as having helped the FBI 
trace the revolver used in the murder of Officer Tippit. Levens is 
decribed as a Fort Worth burlesque theater operator who employed 
some of the same entertainers as Jack Ruby. Meagher notes that 
both of their deaths have been officially ascribed to natural causes 
and lists the places of death as unknown. No conspiracy theory 
which would include Goldstein and Levens is put forth; it is un- 
clear why their deaths are to be considered mysterious. And while 
Ms. Meagher may have had no way of knowing it, the FBI's file on 
the Kennedy case includes dozens of reports and letters from citi- 
zens offering clues in the identification of the revolver in question, 
as, of course, there are undoubtedly a number of persons who 
would have employed some of the same entertainers as Ruby. 

Penn Jones, in his book, “Forgive My Grief,” volume I, states 
that Earlene Roberts, the manager of the roominghouse in which 
Lee Harvey Oswald lived at the time of the assassination, died. He 
then states that she had important evidence to contribute. The 
implication is that Mrs. Roberts' death is mysterious. While it is 
clear that Mrs. Roberts did indeed have important evidence to 
contribute, there is no indication in the records relating to her 
death, or in Mr. Jones' book, as to what exactly was mysterious 
about a 61-year-old woman with large calcium deposits and a case 
of pneumonia, dying of acute heart failure. The same is the case 
with other deaths cited in the same book, for example, Dr. Nicholas 
Chetta, the coroner who served at David Ferrie's death, and 
Thomas Howard, Jack Ruby's attorney, both of whom died of heart 
attacks. 

Despite this problem, we compiled a list of individuals from the 
books and articles of Meagher, Jones, Bernard Fensterwald, David 
Martindale, and David Welsh. We added to the list Sam Giancana 
and John Roselli, both of whom had died too recently to be includ- 
ed in most of the critical literature. 

We then asked the Library of Congress to compile all newspaper 
articles which had appeared concerning any and all of the individ- 
uals. We further asked them to give us their evaluation of the 
critical literature and the press accounts on each individual and to 
make recommendations with respect to further investigation in 
each case. Independently, we sent requests to the Bureau of Vital 
Statistics, the medical examiners' offices and the police depart- 
ments in the jurisdiction in which each death was believed to have 
occurred, for the death certificates, medical records, police reports, 
and any other documents which might exist concerning the death. 
Because there were many cases in which there was no information 
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indicating the appropriate jurisdiction, we sent letters to the perti- 
nent offices in Dallas and Fort Worth, Tex., in New Orleans, La., 
and in Miami, Fla., listing all the names on which we desired 
information. In the case of some of the individuals, information 
was requested from Federal investigative agencies. In the cases of 
Roselli and Giancana, we requested and received a briefing on the 
Justice Department investigations of those deaths. In the cases in 
which further investigation was deemed necessary, it was initiated. 

Our final conclusion on the issue is that the available evidence 
does not establish anything about the nature of these deaths which 
would indicate that the deaths were in some manner, either direct 
or peripheral, caused by the assassination of President Kennedy or 
by any aspect of the subsequent investigation. 

Chairman Stokes. Is your report completed? 

Ms. Hess. Yes; it is. 

Chairman Stokes. The gentleman from Tennessee, Mr. Ford. 

Mr. Ford. I have no questions. I will yield back my time to the 
Chair. 

Chairman Stokes. The gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. Fithian. Just one question. Miss Hess, is it your feeling, 
having gone through this, there is no statistical significance to 
this? Is that what I am to understand? 

Ms. Hess. That is correct. 

Mr. Fithian. Is it possible, then, that any death which is remote- 
ly related to this gets reported more than others, therefore there is 
an appearance of a kind of unusual gathering of deaths? 

Ms. Hess. It is possible. That is one of the bases for the develop- 
ment of the issue; yes. You understand the problem in establishing 
the statistical inference is that you cannot establish any type of 
universe. While it may seem like these people come from a very 
small group of people, they come from a very, very large universe 
of people. 

Mr. Fithian. I have no other questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

The gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Devine. 

Mr. Devine. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Stokes. The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Edgar. 

Mr. Edgar. Will you provide for the record a detailed listing of 
the 21 names and the evidence you have found relating to their 
deaths? 

Ms. Hess. Yes. Do you want me to read them for the record? 

Mr. Edgar. It might be helpful. 

Ms. Hess. Edward Benairdes, Albert Guy Bogard, Hale Boggs, 
Lee Bowers, Jr., Bill Chesher, Nicholas J. Chetta, David Goldstein, 
Thomas Hale Howard, William Hunter, Clyde Johnson, Dorothy 
Kilgallen, Thomas Henry Killam, Jim Koethe, FNU Levens, Nancy 
Jane Mooney, Teresa Norton, Earlene Roberts, Harold Russell, 
Marilyn April Walle, a.k.a. Betty McDonald, William W. Whaley, 
James R. Worrell, Sam Giancana, John Roselli. 

Mr. Edgar. Thank you. I think it very helpful for the record that 
those names be included. 

Can you indicate why Mr. DeMohrenschildt’s name was not in- 
cluded? 
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Ms. Hess. His was one of those which deemed further investiga- 
tion and became part of a great investigative effort. 

Mr. Edgar. That was not part of the exact study? 

Ms. Hess. It was in terms of the compilation of data. I compiled 
the data on his death and any police reports, et cetera, as part of 
this project. But then in terms of subsequent investigation that was 
done by the investigators. 

Mr. Edgar. I think it would be helpful in terms of our final 
analysis to have a chance to review the material you compiled. I 
thank you for your report. 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. Sawyer. 

Mr. Sawyer. No Questions. 

Chairman Stokes. There being nothing further, Miss Hess, thank 
you very much for your testimony. You are excused. 

The Chair will suspend for just a moment. 

[Brief recess.] 

Chairman Stokes. Because of a heavy schedule tomorrow of wit- 
nesses, along with the fact the committee must vacate the room at 
an early hour for an affair to be held in this room later tomorrow 
evening, the committee today will adjourn until 8:30 tomorrow 
morning. 

[Whereupon, at 4:30 p.m., the committee was adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 8:30 a.m., Tuesday, September 26, 1978.] 
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INVESTIGATION OF THE ASSASSINATION OF 
PRESIDENT JOHN F. KENNEDY 


TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 26, 1978 

House of Representatives, 

Select Committee on Assassinations, 

Washington , D.C. 

The committee met at 8:50 a.m., pursuant to recess, in room 345, 
Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Louis Stokes (chairman of the 
committee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Stokes, Preyer, Fithian, Edgar, Devine, 
and Sawyer. 

Staff present: G. Robert Blakey, chief counsel and staff director; 
Gary T. Cornwell, deputy chief counsel; Elizabeth Berning, chief 
clerk; James E. McDonald, staff counsel; Donald A. Purdy, Jr., staff 
counsel; I. Charles Mathews, special counsel; and Howard Shapiro, 
attorney. 

Chairman Stokes. The committee will come to order. 

The Chair recognizes Professor Blakey. 

NARRATION BY G. ROBERT BLAKEY, CHIEF COUNSEL AND 
STAFF DIRECTOR 

Mr. Blakey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

As you noted yesterday, the question of conspiracy has been with 
us since the beginning of these hearings which opened nearly 3 
weeks ago, although it was addressed more specifically here yester- 
day. It can be argued that the theories examined yesterday seem to 
break down under careful inspection, but that is one of the pur- 
poses of these hearings — to weigh the validity of the evidence. 

Today, however, other more substantial theories will be exam- 
ined, if only briefly. 

But before the committee continues to look into various conspir- 
acy theories, it may be helpful to note that none of them wholly 
originated with this committee's investigation. Most of the leads or 
allegations that the committee has examined have heretofore been 
the subject of some public discussion, the subject of earlier investi- 
gations or of books and articles. No claim is advanced here to 
originality or special insight. 

What the committee has done is to apply in its own investigation 
hopefully more sophisticated techniques of examination than those 
used or available to those who have preceded us or themselves 
raised the questions, some of which were demonstrated yesterday. 

Beyond scientific analysis of the evidence, the committee has also 
employed investigative tools that were disregarded in earlier inves- 
tigations of the Kennedy assassination. 

(469) 
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The committee, for example, has made an extensive use of immu- 
nity grants and interrogation under oath in executive session. Files 
have also been widely read, using only the most tenuous theories of 
relevance. 

Another approach that must be mentioned here is the use of a 
carefully thought-out investigative plan that employed a detailed 
reconstruction of conspiracies that might have occurred, in order to 
determine if, in fact, they had any bearing on the actual events in 
Dallas. The committee did not just run out leads in hand, the 
typical law enforcement approach and the one principally utilized 
by the FBI in 1963 and 1964. 

Over the next 3 days, we will be looking into a couple of conspir- 
acy theories that the committee felt warranted its fullest attention. 
This is not to say that these are possible plots that are the most 
likely ones to have led to the assassination, if, indeed, any of them 
did. 

What is being said is simply this: There are a couple of conspir- 
acy theories that cannot be readily dismissed, as those we consid- 
ered yesterday may possibly be, and this is the way in which they 
were investigated. This is, therefore, a status report on the investi- 
gation, the full findings and conclusions of which will be detailed 
in the final report. Obviously, all that was done cannot be ade- 
quately portrayed here. 

First, the theory that anti-Castro Cubans conspired to kill the 
President will be examined and summarized in this narration. 
Then, it may be appropriate to hear testimony on an aspect of the 
concern that other, perhaps more sinister forces, may have been 
behind the assassination. 

Mr. Chairman, in light of the time pressures the committee is 
operating under today, I would like to ask permission that the 
narration on the anti-Castro Cubans be inserted in the record as if 
read. 

Chairman Stokes. With objection, so ordered. 

Mr. Blakey. Why anti-Castro Cubans? For several reasons. From 
the evidence available to them in 1964, two staff attorneys for the 
Warren Commission, David Slawson, and William Coleman, went 
so far as to speculate that Lee Harvey Oswald, despite his public 
posture as a Castro sympathizer, was actually an agent of anti- 
Castro exiles. Pressing for further investigation of the possibility, 
they wrote a memorandum which, in part, said: 

The evidence here could lead to an anti-Castro involvement in the assassination 
on some sort of basis as this: Oswald could have become known to the Cubans as 
being strongly pro-Castro. He made no secret of his sympathies, and so the anti- 
Castro Cubans must have realized that law enforcement authorities were also aware 
of Oswald's feelings and that, therefore, if he got into trouble, the public would also 
learn of them. 

Second, someone in the anti-Castro organization might have been 
keen enough to sense that Oswald had a penchant for violence. 

On these facts, it is possible that some sort of deception was used 
to encourage Oswald to kill the President when he came to Dallas. 

The motive of this would, of course, be the expectation that after 
the President was killed, Oswald would be caught or at least his 
identity ascertained, the law enforcement authorities and the 
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public would then blame the assassination on the Castro govern- 
ment and a call for its forceful overthrow would be irresistible. 

Some critics of the Warren Commission have termed the period 
Oswald lived in New Orleans, the summer of 1963, the “Cubaniza- 
tion of Oswald,” implying there were sinister motives for his insert- 
ing himself into the Cuban controversy. They point out that, aside 
from letters he wrote to the Fair Play for Cuba Committee in New 
York, Oswald’s known Cuban contacts in the United States were 
with anti-Castroites. 

There are other reasons the committee’s attention has been 
drawn to the anti-Castro area. The Warren Commission files 
reveal, for instance, that there were numerous reports from Dallas 
and Miami immediately after the assassination which linked 
Oswald with Cuba. Yet, when the FBI checked out the reports, in 
almost all cases they had come from anti-Castro sources, some 
militant enough to deserve suspicion themselves. 

It comes down to this: In a homicide investigation, any individual 
or group is suspect, if it has the motive, opportunity, and means to 
commit the crime. There is no doubt that certain anti-Castro 
groups had all three. 

It is difficult, these many years later, to appreciate the political 
and emotional impulses of the Cuban exile communities — in 
Miami, New Orleans, and Dallas — when John F. Kennedy was 
President. 

The hopes and expectations of the exiles had been on a roller 
coaster ride; their relationship with the U.S. Government had dete- 
riorated. They were puzzled by the often conflicting policies of 
various Federal agencies toward them and their objectives, the 
main one being to get rid of Castro. The anti-Castro groups were 
frustrated, bitter, and angry. And the focal point of their resent- 
ment was President Kennedy. 

It began with the disastrous Bay of Pigs invasion in April 1961. 
Since January 1959, when Castro marched triumphantly into 
Havana, the more than 100,000 Cubans who had fled the revolution 
lived in anticipation of its overthrow. These Cuban exiles were not 
only encouraged in this hope by the U.S. Government, they were 
organized, directed, and almost totally funded by its agencies. The 
training camps, the arms and weapons, the instructors, the ships 
and landing craft were all supplied by the U.S. Government. The 
invasion plan itself was formulated by the Government. The Cuban 
exiles came to feel that the Government not only promised them 
success, it guaranteed it. 

When what has been touted as “the glorious march on Havana” 
turned into a tragic rout, the Cuban exiles, unappreciative of Presi- 
dent Kennedy’s inherited role in the invasion, reacted with in- 
credulous disbelief and anger that he would allow the operation to 
fail. 

Intensifying the exiles’ reaction was the fact that Kennedy him- 
self insisted on taking the blame. In executive session before this 
committee, Manuel Antonio Varona, in 1961 the head of the united 
exile organization, the Revolutionary Democratic Front, told of a 
tense and emotional encounter with President Kennedy at the 
White House as hope for the invasion as fading. 
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We were not charging Mr. Kennedy with anything. We knew he was not in 
charge of the military effects directly. Nevertheless, President Kennedy told us he 
was the one — the only one responsible. 

Varona may have sympathized with Kennedy’s position, but 
most anti-Castro Cubans didn’t. The noted attorney, Mario Lazo, in 
his book, “Dagger in the Heart,” put it very directly: 

The Bay of Pigs defeat was wholly self-inflicted in Washington. Kennedy told the 
truth when he publicly accepted responsibility * * *. The heroism of the belea- 
guered Cuban Brigade had been rewarded by betrayal, defeat, death for many of 
them, long and cruel imprisonment for the rest. The Cuban people * * * had always 
admired the United States as strong, rich, generous — but where was its sense of 
honor and the capacity of its leaders? 

The mistake of the Cuban fighters for liberation was that they thought too highly 
of the United States. They believed to the end that it would not let them down. But 
it did * * \ 

President Kennedy was well aware of the bitter reaction to the 
Bay of Pigs debacle. Far from abandoning the Cuban exiles, he set 
out to convince them of his loyalty to their cause. Perhaps the most 
ironic event of his relationship with the Cuban exiles occurred on 
December 29, 1962, at the Orange Bowl in Miami. He had come to 
welcome the survivors of Brigade 2506, the 1,200 men who had 
been ransomed from Cuba after almost 20 months in prison. The 
President was presented with the brigade flag in a dramatic and 
emotional scene. 

But the euphoria was false and misleading. Although the Cuban 
exiles cheered President Kennedy that day, there also coursed 
through the crowd a bitter resentment among some who felt they 
were witnessing a display of political hypocrisy. Later, it would be 
claimed that the brigade feeling against President Kennedy was so 
strong that the presentation nearly did not take place, and it would 
be alleged, incorrectly, as it turns out, that the brigade flag given 
to Kennedy was actually a replica. 

That intensity of anti-Kennedy feeling by Cuban exiles was the 
result of events between the time of the Bay of Pigs invasion and 
the ceremony in the Orange Bowl. 

It is not possible to know fully how the Bay of Pigs defeat 
changed President Kennedy’s attitude toward Cuba, but when jour- 
nalists Taylor Branch and George Crile wrote in Harpers magazine 
about a massive infusion of U.S. aid to clandestine anti-Castro 
operations in the wake of the Bay of Pigs, they titled their article, 
“The Kennedy Vendetta.” 

What is known is that the period between the Bay of Pigs and 
the Cuban missile crisis in October 1962 can be accurately charac- 
terized as the high water mark of anti-Castro activity. Miami, the 
center of the exile community, became a busy staging ground for 
armed infiltrations into Cuba. While not every raid was supported 
or even known about in advance by Government agencies, the 
United States played a key role in monitoring, directing, and sup- 
porting the anti-Castro Cubans. Hundreds of Cubans were set up in 
proprietary corporations established by the U.S. Government to 
support the massive covert operation. And although this effort was 
cloaked in secrecy, there were very few Cubans in the exile com- 
munity who did not know what was happening and who was sup- 
porting the operation. 
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That was a time of great activity and exhilaration in the Cuban 
exile community. American arms and weapons flowed freely 
through south Florida. Miami's “Little Havana” was a beehive of 
gossip about the latest infiltration operations or paramilitary mis- 
sions. Raiding parties that left from small secret islands in the 
Florida Keys had the “green light” from the U.S. Government. 

Then came the Cuban missile crisis and negotiations that ended 
it. The anti-Castro groups felt as if the rug had been pulled out 
from under them. 

The Cuban exiles were initially elated by the possibility that the 
crisis would provoke a showdown with Castro. But President Ken- 
nedy made a deal for the removal of the missiles. Only later did 
the exiles come to feel full force the impact of Kennedy's agree- 
ment with Khrushchev and Castro. 

The word was soon passed; newspapers reported a basic turn- 
around in the Kennedy policy. For example, the raids that were 
being conducted by Alpha 66, one of the most aggressive exile 
organizations, were abruptly condemned by Washington. The State 
Department asserted that it did not sanction such attacks. 

In December, 2 months after the missile accord, 13 anti-Castro 
guerrillas were arrested at a training camp in the Florida Keys 
and their arms and explosives were seized by U.S. Customs agents. 
In March 1963, another Alpha 66 raid brought a statement from 
President Kennedy himself. “The raids,” he said, “served no useful 
purpose.” An attack on a Soviet ship in Cuban waters led to the 
formal issuance of a policy pronouncement on March 31. Kennedy 
said, in no uncertain terms, “We intend to take every step neces- 
sary to assure that such raids are not launched, manned or 
equipped on U.S. territory.” 

On April 5, the New York Times noted that the United States 
was throwing more planes, ships, and men into its effort to police 
the straits of Florida against anti-Castro raiders. 

Throughout the spring and summer of 1363, the crackdown on 
guerrilla activity continued, causing frustration and resentment on 
the part of the exiles. They could not grasp how they could be 
supported and aided by one U.S. agency and then be slapped down 
by others. 

In August, the FBI seized a cache of explosives at an anti-Castro 
training camp in Louisiana. Just weeks later, the U.S. Coast Guard 
cooperated with the British Navy in a raid on an exile base in the 
Bahamas. 

Then, U.S. Customs cracked down on a group of anti-Castro 
pilots in Miami. The Secret Service arrested a Cuban exile leader 
for conspiring to counterfeit Cuban currency, destined for forces 
inside Cuba. 

The brunt of that anger fell on President Kennedy. The Cuban 
exiles came to think of the missile crisis deal as a “betrayal.” 
Mario Lazo called it a “soul-shattering blow.” Jose Miro Cardona, 
the head of the Cuban Revolutionary Council, an exile organization 
put together by the U.S. Government to unite fragmented exile 
groups, resigned in disgust. 

In the major enclaves of anti-Castro Cubans — in Miami, New 
Orleans, and Dallas — the once glittering image of President Ken- 
nedy had turned dark. 
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So, the motivation for anti-Castro Cuban involvement in the 
Kennedy assassination was based not only on a schism in political 
and ideological viewpoints, but also on a disposition growing out of 
a pragmatic realization that Castro probably would survive. 

Despite the recommendations of Slawson and Coleman, the 
Warren Commission largely ignored the mood of the exiles in its 
final report. It distilled the subject down to a nine-paragraph 
review entitled, “Alleged Association With Various Mexican or 
Cuban Individuals.” 

This committee opted to approach the possibilities in a more 
open-minded way. It decided to examine in depth those exile 
groups which, besides motivation, had the capability and resources 
to be involved in an assassination — in other words, the action 
groups. 

The committee also attempted to determine if Oswald sought to 
utilize or exploit resources of the exile groups or if they may have 
tried to use him. 

The first step was, of course, to define the action groups. The 
committee examined public records; it instituted requests for file 
reviews from every Federal agency in contact with the groups, 
including the CIA, the Department of Defense, the U.S. Customs 
Service, the FBI, the Drug Enforcement Agency, the Secret Service, 
and so on; it delved into the records of local law enforcement 
agencies in Miami, New Orleans, and Dallas. The committee also 
sent field investigators into Cuban exile communities on an explor- 
atory mission, to talk to former members of the action groups. 

From these sources, the committee discovered there were a few 
hundred militant anti-Castro exile organizations founded between 
the Castro revolution and the Kennedy assassination. Most did not 
stay in operation for long, but at one time, 105 of them could be 
identified from local police files alone. The committee finally boiled 
the list down to 20 key anti-Castro Cuban groups which had the 
motivation, capability, and resources to assassinate the President. 

They will be named and discussed in detail in the committee's 
final report. Suffice it to say now that the committee closely scruti- 
nized the history of the groups and it looked very carefully at the 
activities and associations of their key leaders. 

The committee conducted dozens of field interviews, it took depo- 
sitions, and it cross-examined witnesses in executive session. 

In its investigation of two of the main action groups, the commit- 
tee found indications of a possible connection with figures named 
in the Kennedy assassination, specifically with Lee Harvey Oswald. 

The two anti-Castro Cuban exile organizations of special interest 
to the committee are Alpha 66 and a group named Junta Revolu- 
cionaria Cubana, or JURE. 

Alpha 66 was founded in Puerto Rico in the summer of 1962 by 
Antonio Veciana Blanch, a soft-spoken, mild-mannered former 
Havana accountant, a church-going family man who had fled Cuba 
in 1961. Two months after he left, Cuba's government-controlled 
press named Veciana as the ringleader of an unsuccessful assassi- 
nation attempt on Castro. 

On founding Alpha 66, Veciana declared he was forming the 
group because the Cuban exiles needed a new, coordinated effort to 
topple Castro and to counteract the do nothing attitude of Presi- 
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dent Kennedy toward the Castro regime. Dramatic action was re- 
quired, he said, announcing there would soon be a series of signifi- 
cant hit-and-run attacks on Cuba. 

Although most of the original members of Alpha 66 were also 
former accountants, Veciana put together a tough commando unit. 
Veciana, as the chief spokesman, fundraiser and coordinator, 
claimed no political aims other than the overthrow of Castro. 
Alpha 66 was uniquely independent, generally having little to do 
with other exile groups whose members were often at odds over the 
hierarchy that would follow Castro’s overthrow. 

When Alpha 66 acted, it did so with a flourish. One of its first 
faults was the shelling and machine-gunning of a British ship and 
two Cuban vessels off the north coast of Cuba. At a press confer- 
ence following the raid, Veciana issued a “declaration of war” 
against Castro and any ships that were carrying Cuban goods. The 
British Government filed a strong complaint with the State Depart- 
ment, but Veciana promised more raids. 

Throughout the rest of 1962 and into the summer and early fall 
of 1963, Alpha 66 struck often, quickly gaining the reputation as 
the most militant of the exile groups. In the middle of the missile 
crisis, it had the audacity to pull a raid. By March, 1963, the Alpha 
66’s unceasing hit-and-run attacks provoked direct public criticism 
by President Kennedy. Veciana was not cowed. “We are going to 
attack again and again,” he declared. 

Veciana had made an old friend, former Castro army major, Eloy 
Gutierrez Menoyo, the military leader of Alpha 66. But Veciana 
himself was the strategic organizer, the public spokesman and 
fundraiser of the organization. At least, that’s what a review of the 
newspaper files of the time has reflected. 

Yet, in September 1962, the New York Times attributed to Ve- 
ciana a cryptic statement. He had called a press conference to 
announce five raids in 60 days. Then, in the body of the story, 
Veciana was quoted as saying that all the planning for the raids 
was done by leaders “I don’t even know.” 

As the years went by and the military operations of the Cuban 
exile groups, including those of Alpha 66, lapsed, Veciana himself 
remained very active in anti-Castro operations in Latin America. 
From 1968 to 1972, he used La Paz, Bolivia, as his base. There, he 
was ostensibly working as a banking consultant, though he spent 
most of his time planning anti-Communist subversive operations. 
He was, in fact, on the U.S. Government payroll. Nevertheless, in 
1971, he organized an attempt on Castro’s life. 

Then, in March 1976, a staff investigator for Senator Richard 
Schweiker, a member of the Senate Select Committee on Intelli- 
gence, approached Veciana in Miami to talk about the relationship 
of U.S. intelligence agencies to anti-Castro activities. The Kennedy 
assassination was not mentioned. 

Veciana told the investigator of his anti-Castro activities. Then, 
when asked, he said that, yes he had been in touch with certain 
Americans on those activities. In fact, he said, there was one 
American who had directed him in all his activities, including the 
Castro assassination attempts in 1961 and 1971. 

Veciana said the man told him, when they first met in the 
Havana bank in which Veciana was working in 1960, that his 
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name was Maurice Bishop. Veciana believed that to be a false 
name. 

Veciana said Bishop never told him he was an agent of a U.S. 
intelligence agency and, in fact, avoided a direct answer when 
asked. But, Veciana recounted, Bishop was obviously a man with 
strategic contacts, both in the United States and Latin America. 

Veciana said that Bishop had broken contact with him in 1973, 
that down through the years he had never initiated contact with 
Bishop, and he didn't know how that could be done. Bishop had 
always contacted him. He had met with Bishop at various loca- 
tions, on the average of several times a year, between 1960 and 
1973. 

He met him in Miami often, in Las Vegas once, in Puerto Rico 
many times, in Washington, D.C., in La Paz, in Caracas and in a 
few other cities. And, yes, said Veciana when asked, he had met 
Maurice Bishop a few times in Dallas. As a matter of fact, he 
recalled one meeting there in August 1963, when he was scheduled 
to rendezvous with Bishop in the lobby of a large office building. 

When he arrived, Bishop was there talking with a young, slightly 
built American. Veciana did not recall whether he was introduced 
to the man by name, but after the Kennedy assassination, he 
immediately recognized Lee Harvey Oswald as the man with Mau- 
rice Bishop that day in Dallas. 

Antonio Veciana r s story has been of considerable interest to this 
committee, which has gone to great lengths to asess it. The com- 
mittee has spent many hours with Veciana, who has provided it 
with details of his relationship with Bishop. There are still leads 
which cannot now be revealed, but which the committee is pursu- 
ing. 

The committee has, of course, taken sworn testimony from Ve- 
ciana and other key witnesses. Its investigators have tapped 
sources from as far as Venezuela and Cuba. Numerous files which 
have been requested from the CIA, the FBI, and the Department of 
Defense are still being reviewed and analyzed. In addition, the 
committee is probing the possibility that Bishop may not have been 
associated with a U.S. intelligence agency. On July 30, 1978, the 
committee released a composite sketch of Bishop, produced from a 
detailed description provided by Veciana. 

The committee cannot be conclusive, but it can say that Ve- 
ciana’s allegations remain undiscredited and that the committee 
has obtained an indication of the existence of a Maurice Bishop, or 
someone using that name. The meaning of this story remains, as 
yet, indeterminate. 

The other anti-Castro group of special interest to the committee 
was JURE. JURE was formed in September 1962, as an outgrowth 
of a split in another anti-Castro group, the Revolutionary Move- 
ment of the People, or MRP. The founder of JURE was Manolo 
Ray Rivero. JURE was considered a relatively “leftist” Cuban exile 
organization, and many of its detractors accused it of “Fidelism 
without Fidel.” Ray and his group were mistrusted by the right- 
wing elements of the exile Cuban community. 

Although JURE was supported by the CIA, the Agency had to 
prod other exile organizations to accept JURE into the Cuban 
Revolutionary Council, their umbrella organization. Ray kept his 
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group in the CRC for only 3 months, during the period of the Bay 
of Pigs invasion. 

The largest and most active JURE chapters were in Miami and 
Puerto Rico, but other chapters were located throughout the 
United States and in Latin American countries. One was in Dallas, 
and one of the members of the Dallas chapter was Silvia Odio, a 
26-year-old, recently divorced mother of four, whose husband had 
abandoned her in Puerto Rico. Educated in the United States and 
raised in an upper class Cuban environment, Mrs. Odio was the 
eldest daughter of Amador Odio, once one of Cuba’s top trucking 
executives. 

In 1961, Castro’s officers, arrested Silvia Odio’s mother and 
father for harboring a confederate of Antonio Veciana in the Octo- 
ber Castro assassination attempt. The Odio children had left Cuba, 
and several of them lived in Dallas. 

One of Silvia Odio’s sisters, Serita, attended the University of 
Dallas and was acquainted with a socialite named Lucille Connell, 
who was active in civic and charitable activities. Mrs. Connell 
made arrangements in early 1963 for Silvia to come to Dallas, and 
further arranged for her to receive psychiatric treatment at South- 
western Medical School, where she became a patient of Dr. Burton 
C. Einspruch. According to Mrs. Connell, Silvia suffered from a 
condition which caused blackouts when reality became oppressive. 

Silvia Odio testified to the Warren Commission that a man she 
identified as Lee Harvey Oswald, in the company of two Latin men, 
visited her apartment in Dallas in late September 1963. The two 
Latin men identified themselves as members of JURE. 

It should be noted that Silvia Odio was not unknown in the 
Cuban community of Dallas. She had attended JURE meetings, 
and in the summer of 1963, a large photograph of her sisters, 
Annie and Serita, had appeared on the front page of the Dallas 
Morning News, along with a human interest story about the Odio 
family. Silvia’s name was mentioned. 

Mrs. Odio testified before the Warren Commission in September 
1964. She said that one of the men identified himself as Leopoldo, 
and she assumed from his accent that he was Cuban. A second 
man, possibly named Angelo, was also Spanish speaking, but, she 
said, he looked Mexican. The third, a white American male, was 
introduced to her as Leon Oswald. 

Later, Annie Odio, who was at her sister’s apartment that even- 
ing, would corroborate Silvia’s story to the FBI. She said she 
opened the door for the visitors. 

Silvia Odio, who said she declined to help the men because she 
didn’t trust their credentials, said that Leopoldo called her 1 or 2 
days later. In this telephone conversation, she said, he mentioned 
his American friend, and said that Leon had remarked that the 
Cubans should have killed Kennedy after the failure of the Bay of 
Pigs invasion. 

When Mrs. Odio learned of Kennedy’s assassination, she had one 
of her blackouts. She regained consciousness in a hospital room 
where her sister Annie soon visited her. Earlier, watching Oswald 
on television, Annie had independently recognized as someone she 
had seen before. When she mentioned it to her older sister, Silvia 
reminded her of the first of the three men to her apartment. 
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Emotionally shaken, the women decided not to mention the inci- 
dent to anyone. They did, however, tell their sister Serita, and 
Serita mentioned it to Lucille Connell. On December 12, 1963, the 
FBI interviewed Silvia Odio. She admitted the visit and positively 
identified Lee Harvey Oswald as the Leon who had come to her 
apartment with the two Latin-looking men. A week later, the FBI 
interviewed Dr. Einspruch who said, that, although Silvia had had 
some emotional problems, she was a thoroughly credible person. 

Silvia Odio's story ran contrary to other evidence which the 
Warren Commission had compiled. The had documentation that 
Oswald had traveled to Mexico City by bus and had registered at a 
hotel there on the morning of September 27. 

The Warren Commission ordered an investigation, to be conduct- 
ed principally by the FBI, of Mrs. Odio's allegation. It represented 
a glaring inconsistency in the movements of Oswald, as the Com- 
mission was prepared to report them. 

In the summer of 1964, the Warren Commission pressed the FBI 
to dig more deeply into the Odio allegation. On July 24, Chief 
Counsel J. Lee Rankin, in a letter to FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover, 
stated: 

* * the Commission already possesses firm evidence that Lee Harvey Oswald 
was on a bus traveling from Houston, Tex., to Mexico City, Mexico, on virtually the 
entire day of September 26 * * * 

This so-called firm evidence was based on an analysis of Oswald's 
travel during the time period of September 24-27 by Assistant 
Counsel David Slawson. J. Wesley Liebeler, the assistant counsel 
who had interviewed Mrs. Odio, disagreed with this analysis and 
sent a memo to Rankin citing fallacies in the Slowson analysis. 

On August 23, Rankin again wrote to Hoover and said, “It is a 
matter of some importance to the Commission that Mrs. Odio's 
allegations either be proved or disproved." Rankin requested that 
the FBI attempt to learn the identities of the three visitors, by 
contacting members of anti-Castro groups active in the Dallas area, 
as well as leaders of the JURE organization. 

He asked the FBI to check the possibility that Oswald had spent 
the night of September 24 in a hotel in New Orleans, after vacat- 
ing his apartment. 

Portions of this investigation, which were inconclusive in sup- 
porting the Warren Commission's contention that Odio was mistak- 
en, were not sent to Rankin until November 9, at which time the 
final report had been completed. 

Back on September 19, Liebeler was extorting Howard Willens, 
another Warren Commission attorney, to tone down the write-up of 
the Odio incident. Liebeler contended in that memo: “There are 
problems. Odio may well be right. The Commission will look bad if 
it turns out that she is." 

The FBI did attempt to alleviate the problems. In a report dated 
September 26, it produced the story of Loren Eugene Hall, who 
claimed he had been in Dallas in September 1963, accompanied by 
two men fitting Odio's general description, and that it was they 
who had visited Silvia Odio. Oswald, Hall said, was not one of the 
men. 

Within a week of Hall's statement, the other two men Hall had 
named, Lawrence Howard and William Seymour, had been inter- 
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viewed. They denied ever having met Silvia Odio. Then, later, Hall 
himself retracted his statement. 

Despite the fact that the Commission could not prove Oswald 
took a bus to Mexico City, and despite the fact that Loran Hall's 
story was an admitted fabrication, the Warren report was pub- 
lished, with this explanation of the Odio incident: 

While the FBI had not yet completed its investigation into this matter at the time 
the report went to press, the Commission has concluded that Lee Harvey Oswald 
was not at Mrs. Odio’s apartment in September 1963. 

This critics of the Warren Commission have been quick to 
pounce on this conclusion. 

In her book, “ Accessories After the Fact," Sylvia Meagher wrote: 

The Commission’s failure to get to the bottom of this affair, with its inescapble 
implications, is inexcusable. If the Commission could leave such business unfinished, 
we are entitled to ask whether its members were ever determined to uncover the 
truth. 

Indeed, the Commission did not even give an honest account of such facts as were 
established. Its own exhibits expose the evidence presented in the report as a tissue 
of evasion and deception which discredits more than it justified the conclusion that 
Oswald could not have visited Mrs. Odio. 

The committee is continuing to investigate the Odio allegation. 
The approach has been two-pronged. First, the committee has en- 
deavored to interview everyone connected with the allegation. Ad- 
ditionally, the committee has made intensive efforts to identify the 
two Spanish-speaking men who visited Mrs. Odio. 

Interviews and depositions have been conducted with the princi- 
pals: Silvia Odio, Annie Odio, Amador Odio, Lucille Connel Light, 
and Dr. Burton Einspruch. The staff also arranged a conference 
telephone call between Dr. Einspruch in Dallas and Silvia Odio in 
Miami, during which they recalled the period when Mrs. Odio was 
under the doctor's care and related to him the visit of the three 
men. 

Mrs. Odio and Dr. Einspruch concurred that the relation of this 
event came shortly after its occurrence and prior to the President's 
assassination. 

Loren Hall testified before this committee in executive session on 
October 5, 1977, and Howard and Seymour were interviewed by the 
investigative staff. 

From a review of the FBI files, the committee secured a list of 
persons who belonged to the Dallas chapter of JURE, and the 
committee is continuing its attempts ot locate and interview these 
individuals. Additionally, staff investigators interviewed the leader 
of JURE, Manolo Ray, now residing in Puerto Rico. 

Further, the committee secured photographs of scores of pro- 
Castro and anti-Castro activists in 1963 who might fit the descrip- 
tions of the two Latins who Mrs. Odio says visited her. The com- 
mittee also utilized the services of various Government agencies to 
run a computerized check on all individuals who used the war 
names of Leopoldo and Angelo, or names basically similar. 

An extensive search produced the names and photographs of 
three men who might possibly have been in Dallas in September of 
1963. These photographs were shown to Mrs. Odio, but she was 
unable to identify them as the men she had seen. 
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The committee has determined, as did members of the Warren 
Commission staff, that Silvia Odio’s story still is credible. Over the 
period of the past 15 years, only minor details have changed, and 
one important one remains consistent — Silvia and Annie Odio are 
adamant that “Leon” was Lee Harvey Oswald. 

While this committee has gone much beyond the Warren Com- 
mission's investigation of the Odio story, it, too, has, as yet, an 
undetermined meaning. 

I would note that it summerizes those factors which led the 
committee to conclude that perhaps some groups within the anti- 
Castro community may have had the motive, opportunity and the 
means to be concerned with the death of the President in Dallas. It 
also outlines several specific instances which may tend to show 
some link between Lee Harvey Oswald and particular groups. 

Let me turn now to a second area of concern, the so-called 
Cubanization of Lee Harvey Oswald occurred during the time he 
lived in New Orleans in 1963. It is a puzzling period and a mysteri- 
ous career, moreso for the gaps in the record of his activities, as 
the Warren Commission was able to document it. 

New Orleans was Oswald’s hometown. He was bom there Octo- 
ber 18, 1939. In April 1963, he moved back, having lived in Fort 
Worth, in Dallas since his return from the Soviet Union the previ- 
ous June. He spent the first 2 weeks job-hunting, staying with the 
Murrets, Aunt Lillian, and Uncle Charles or “Dutz,” as he was 
called, the sister and brother-in-law of Oswald’s mother, Margue- 
rite. 

After being hired at the Reiley Coffee Co., as a maintenance 
man, he sent for his wife, Marina, and their baby daughter, and 
they moved into an apartment on Magazine Street. 

In May, Oswald wrote to Vincent T. Lee, national director of the 
Fair Play for Cuba Committee, expressing a desire to open an 
FPCC chapter in New Orleans and requesting literature to distrib- 
ute. He also had handouts printed, some of which were stamped 
“L. H. Oswald, 4907 Magazine Street,” others with the alias, “A. J. 
Hidell, Post Office Box 30016”, still others listing the FPCC address 
as 544 Camp Street. 

Mr. Chairman, it would be appropriate to enter into the record 
and display at this time JFK exhibits F-595, F-597 and F-596. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, they may be entered into 
the record at this point. 

[Whereupon, the above-referred-to exhibits, JFK F-595, JFK 
F-597 and JFK F-596, follow:] 



481 


... . • • 

"*• l ' • 

HANDS 

HANDS 

OFF 

OFF 

CUBA! 

CUBA! 

Join the Fair Play for 

Join the Fair Play for 

Cuba Committee 

Cuba Committee 

NEW ORLEANS CHARTER 

NEW ORLEANS CHARTER 

MEMBER BRANCH 

MEMBER BRANCH 

Free Literature, Lectures 

Free Literature, Lectures 

LOCATION: 

LOCATION: 

L.H- OSWALD 1 

,907 M,GA’.'NE->T rf} 

A i H 1 DEL L 

D Q A UC 

r . v . t5 ’ " JU JiQ 

new omleans.. la. 

EVERYONE WELCOMEI 

EVERYONE WELCOMEI 

" Conmmla.ton k>MM( 2444 A 


JFK Exhibit F-595 


National Guardian, 197 East 4th Street, New 
York 9, N. Y. ( especially see dispatches from 
Guardian Editor-in-Exile, Cedric Belfrage, 
Havana). 

Now York Timet , Times Square, New York, 
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I. F Stone s Weekly, 5618 Nebraska Avenue, 
RW, Washington 15, D.C. 


Petition to the President of the United States 
and the Attorney General, by American 
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Law concerning the Policy of the American 
Government relating to Cuba under the 
Neutrality Laws, Treaties with Cuba, and 
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JFK Exhibit F-596 

Mr. Blakey. These exhibits illustrate Mr. Oswald’s activity at 
this time. 

The Camp Street address has been a riddle to investigators, 
official and otherwise, over the years, because the only Cuban 
activity known to have been based there was an anti-Castro sort. 

Oswald lost his job in July, and his efforts to find another were 
futile. It is known through the rest of the summer he filed claims 
at the Unemployment Compensation Office. 

The FPCC campaign, however, attracted attention, since Oswald 
was perhaps the sole overt supporter of Castro in a city where the 
Cuban community was strongly opposed to his regime. It also got 
him into a fight with three anti-Castro Cubans, resulting in Oswald 
spending a night in jail, but earning him some publicity, neverthe- 
less. On August 17, he was interviewed on the radio and on August 
21, he appeared in a television debate. 

Oswald virtually passed out of sight, however, from August 21 
until September 17, the day he applied for a visa to Mexico. He is 
known to have written letters to left-wing political organizations 
and he and Marina visited the Murrets on Labor Day. Marina has 
claimed he spent his free time reading books and practicing with 
his rifle. 

There is evidence, however, that Oswald was busier than Marina 
has admitted, or perhaps was even aware, and that in his activities, 
he was perhaps possibly associated with some highly improbable 
individuals. Six witnesses in all, each corroborating the others, 
have testified before this committee in executive session that 
Oswald was in Clinton and Jackson, La., in late August and early 
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September, seeking employment at the East Louisiana State Hospi- 
tal. 

At this time, Mr. Chairman, it would be appropriate to enter into 
the record JFK F-598 and JFK F-599, which is the map of Louisi- 
ana and a display of David Ferrie. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, they will be entered into 
the record. 

[Whereupon, the above-referred to exhibits, JFK F-598 and JFK 
F-599 follow:] 



JFK Exhibit F-598 
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JFK Exhibit F-599 

Mr. Blakey. Some of that testimony about Clinton and Jackson 
place Oswald there with two men, both now deceased, who had 
been charged by New Orleans District Attorney Jim Garrison with 
conspiracy in the Kennedy assassination. One of them, David W. 
Ferrie, represented by JFK exhibit F-599, died before he was 
brought to trial. The other, Clay L. Shaw, was aquitted. 

The fashion in which the Garrison investigation was conducted, 
and the character of the Shaw trial, have served to complicate an 
already complex case. It may be that the full story of Oswald in 
New Orleans will never be told, for added to the problem of de- 
ceased witnesses and fading memories is the unfortunate fact that 
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the evidence has been tarnished by the way in which it was han- 
dled in the Shaw prosecution. 

Nevertheless, the critics of the Warren Commission have argued 
that there was more to be learned about what Oswald was up to in 
New Orleans and with whom he was associated. There may be 
something to this, and the committee will have the opportunity in 
its final report to lay out in full the details of the New Orleans 
situation. 

The committee can, for example, present its conclusions about 
Oswald’s alleged association with David Ferrie. It has been suggest- 
ed that the testimony that Oswald and Ferrie were together in 
Clinton and Jackson is, despite the Garrison prosecution, impres- 
sive. 

The implications of such an association may be serious, at least 
on the level of association, for David Ferrie worked as an investiga- 
tor for Carlos Marcello, who has been identified over the years as 
the organized crime boss of Louisiana and Texas. 

On the day of the assassination, he was with Marcello in a 
Federal court room in connection with legal proceedings against 
the alleged mafia leader. 

Of the forces that may have conspired to assassinate the Presi- 
dent, organized crime, itself, therefore, deserves great scrutiny, and 
the committee has indeed examined organized crime for its motive, 
opportunity and means to assassinate President Kennedy. It has 
also studied in depth the alleged mafia associations of both Oswald 
and Jack Ruby. 

Mr. Chairman, it would be appropriate at this time to view the 
single greatest justification for this effort to look anew at organized 
crime. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask that the next exhibit, JFK F-594 be 
viewed at this time and entered into the record. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, it may be entered into the 
record at this point. 

[Whereupon, the above-referred to exhibit, JFK F-594, was re- 
ceived into the record.] 

[JFK exhibit F-594, a film clip, is retained in committee files.] 

Mr. Blakey. I would also note this film clip was obtained 
through the courtesy of the NBC’s live coverage of the events in 
Dallas. If we could have the lights, please. 

[Film clip presentation:] 

Mr. Blakey. Mr. Chairman, that film clip, in the most simple, 
direct and forceful way, explains why, understandably, the Ameri- 
can people are disturbed by the Kennedy assassination. They might 
well accept one lone assassin in November in Dallas, but two 
surely asks for more than many have been willing to accept. 

When Ruby shot Oswald in the basement of the Dallas Police 
Department on November 24, 1963, the Nation was shocked by a 
nationally televised murder of the accused assassin of the Presi- 
dent. In addition, the American people and history were deprived 
of the best single source of evidence in the case. When evidence 
was so put beyond reach, as it was in the assassination of Oswald, 
the first order of an investigation is to seek the motive for that 
killing. 
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First, what do we know about Jack Ruby? Is there anything in 
his background that sheds light on why he murdered Oswald? 

Ruby grew up in Chicago in a lower middle-class surrounding. 
His early life was disrupted by family disputes. In 1923, after his 
parents had separated, he was placed in a foster home, when a 
court found that he, two brothers, and a sister were not receiving 
proper care. 

He moved to California in 1933, then returned to Chicago in 1937 
to become a union organizer. He moved to Dallas in 1947, where he 
operated a string of nightclubs. The last one he owned, the Carou- 
sel, was a burlesque house. 

Ruby was known as idiosyncratic, a man of contradictions, given 
to occasional bursts of violent temper. 

When President Kennedy was assassinated, Ruby was at the 
Dallas Morning News, arranging for an advertisement for the Car- 
ousel. In a swirl of activity that culminated in the shooting of 
Oswald, Ruby, it has been alleged, seemed to be shadowing, or 
possibly stalling the accused assasin. He was present when Oswald 
met the press on Friday evening and he was at the Dallas County 
Jail on Saturday afternoon, waiting for Oswald to be transferred 
there. 

The transfer was postponed until Sunday. Ruby telephoned sev- 
eral friends to express his grief over the murder of the President. 
Some of them reported he would lapse into periods of sobbing. He 
prowled the streets at night, lamenting the decision of nightclub 
owners to stay open in the aftermath of tragedy. 

The Carousel was closed, out of respect. On Sunday morning, 
Ruby went to the Western Union office on Main Street, next door 
to the Dallas Municipal Building and police headquarters. At West- 
ern Union, he sent a $25 money order to an employee and then, 4 
minutes after the money order was time-stamped, he somehow 
entered the basement of the police headquarters. As Oswald was 
being led to the awaiting car, as the committee has just seen, Ruby 
fired one fatal shot into him. 

Ruby was tried and convicted of first-degree murder and sen- 
tenced to death. An appellate court, however, reversed the convic- 
tion on evidentiary grounds and a new trial was ordered. Before it 
could begin, he contracted cancer and died of a blood clot in Janu- 
ary 1967. 

Our objective here today is to learn more about Jack Ruby, his 
character, career, and associations, as they might pertain to a 
motive for shooting Oswald. For that purpose, we have three wit- 
nesses who knew Ruby, each of them, a close relative, a police 
officer and perhaps tomorrow a gambler, encountered a distinct 
facet of the Jack Ruby character. 

The first witness is Earl Ruby, Jack’s younger brother. He was 
bom in 1915 and has spent his career as a businessman. 

Mr. Ruby is, at present, the proprietor of Cobo Cleaners in De- 
troit. He is a resident of Birmingham, Mich. 

Mr. Chairman, it would be appropriate before calling Mr. Ruby 
to take a short sit-down recess while the film is reset since there is 
a clip that we would like to show Mr. Ruby during the course of his 
testimony. 

[Prepared statement of Prof. G. Robert Blakey follows:] 
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Prepared Narration of Prof. G. Robert Blakey, Chief Counsel and Staff 

Director 

As you noted, Mr. Chairman, the question of conspiracy has been with us since 
these hearings opened nearly 3 weeks ago, although it was addressed more specifi- 
cally here yesterday. It can be argued that the theories examined yesterday seem to 
break down under careful inspection, but that is one of the purposes of these 
hearings — to weigh the validity of the evidence. Today, other, more substantial 
theories will be examined, if only briefly. 

Nevertheless, before the committee continues to look into conspiracy theories, it 
may be helpful to note that none of them wholly originated with this committee’s 
investigation. Most of the leads or allegations that the committee has examined 
have heretofore been the subject of some public discussion, the subject of earlier 
investigations or of books and articles. No claim is advanced here to originality or 
special insight 

What the committee has done is to apply in its own investigation more sophisti- 
cated techniques of examination than those used or available to those who have 
preceded us or raised questions, some of which were demonstrated yesterday. 
Beyond scientific analysis of the evidence, the committee has also employed investi- 
gative tools that were disregarded in earlier investigations of the Kennedy assassi- 
nation. The committee has made extensive use of immunity grants and interroga- 
tion under oath in executive session. Files have been widely read, using only the 
most tenuous relevancy theories. Another approach has been mentioned here before 
is the use of a carefully thought out investigative plan that employed a detailed 
reconstruction of conspiracies that might have occurred, in order to determine, if, in 
fact, they had any bearing on the actual event in Dallas. The committee did not just 
run out leads in hand, the typical law enforcement approach. 

Over the next 3 days, we will be looking into a couple of conspiracy theories that 
the committee felt warranted its fullest attention. This is not to say these are the 
plots that are the most likely to have led to the assassination, if indeed any of them 
did. What is being said is this— here are a couple of conspiracy theories that cannot 
be readily dismised (as those we considered yesterday can be), and this is the way 
they were investigated. This is a status report on the investigation, the full findings 
and conclusions of which will be detailed in the final report. Obviously, all that was 
done cannot be portrayed here. 

First, the theory that anti-Castro Cubans conspired to kill the President will be 
examined and summarized in this narraton. Then it will be appropriate to hear 
testimony on an aspect of the concern that other forces may have been behind the 
assassination. 

Why anti-Castro Cubans? For several reasons. From the evidence available to 
them in 1964, two staff attorneys for the Warren commission, David Slawson and 
William Coleman, went so far as to speculate that Lee Harvey Oswald, despite his 
public posture as a Castro sympathizer, was actually an agent of anti-Castro exiles. 
Pressing for further investigation of the possibility, they wrote a memorandum 
which, in part, said: 

“The evidence here could lead to an anti-Castro involvement in the assassination 
on some sort of basis as this: Oswald could have become known to the Cubans as 
being strongly pro-Castro. He made no secret of his sympathies, and so the anti- 
Castro Cubans must have realized that law enforcement authorities were also aware 
of Oswald's feelings and that, therefore, if he got into trouble, the public would also 
learn of them * * * Second, someone in the anti-Castro organization might have 
been keen enough to sense that Oswald had a penchant for violence * * * On these 
facts, it is possible that some sort of deception was used to encourage Oswald to kill 
the President when he came to Dallas * * * The motive of this would, of course, be 
the expectation that after the President was killed Oswald would be caught or at 
least his identity ascertained, the law enforcement authorities and the public would 
then blame the assassination on the Castro government and a call for its forceful 
overthrow would be irresistible* * *” 

Some critics of the Warren Commission have termed the period Oswald lived in 
New Orleans, the summer of 1963, the “Cubanization of Oswald”, implying there 
were sinister motives for his inserting himself into the Cuban controversy. They 
point out that, aside from letters he wrote to the Fair Play for Cuba Committee in 
New York, Oswald's known Cuban contacts in the United States were with anti- 
Castro ites. 

There are other reasons the committee's attention has been drawn to the anti- 
Castro area. Tlie Warren Commission files reveal, for instance, that there were 
numerous reports from Dallas and Miami immediately after the assassination which 
linked Oswald with Cuba. Yet, when the FBI checked out the reports, in almost all 
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cases they had come from anti-Castro sources, some militant enough to deserve 
suspicion themselves. 

It comes down to this: In a homicide investigation, any individual or group is 
suspect, if it has the motive, opportunity, and means to commit the crime. There is 
no doubt that certain anti-Castro groups had all three. 

It is difficult, these many years later, to appreciate the political and emotional 
impluses of the Cuban exile communities — in Miami, New Orleans, and Dallas — 
when John F. Kennedy was President. The hopes and expectations of the exiles had 
been on a roller coaster ride; their relationship with the U.S. Government had 
deteriorated. They were puzzled by the often conflicting policies of various Federal 
agencies towards them and their objectives, the main one being to get rid of Castro. 
The anti-Castro groups were frustrated, bitter and angry. And the focal point of 
their resentment was President Kennedy. 

It began with the disastrous Bay of Pigs invasion in April, 1961. Since January 
1959, when Castro marched triumphantly into Havana, the more than 100,000 
Cubans who had fled the Revolution lived in anticipation of its overthrow. The 
Cuban exiles were not only encouraged in this hope by the U.S. Government, they 
were organized, directed and almost totally funded by its agencies. The training 
camps, the arms and weapons, the instructors, the ships and landing craft were all 
supplied by the U.S. Government. The invasion plan itself was formulated by the 
Government. The Cuban exiles came to feel that the Government not nly promised 
them success, it guaranteed it. 

When what had been touted as “the glorious march on Havana" turned into a 
tragic rout, the Cuban exiles, unappreciative of President Kennedy’s inherited role 
in the invasion, reacted with incredulous disbelief and anger that he would allow 
the operation to fail. Intensifying the exiles’ reaction was the fact that Kennedy 
himself insisted on taking the blame. In executive session before this committee, 
Manuel Antonio Varona, in 1961 the head of the united exile organization, the 
Revolutionary Democratic Front, told of a tense and emotional encounter with 
President Kennedy at the White House as hope for the invasion was fading. “We 
were not charging Mr. Kennedy with anything,’’ Varona said. “We knew he was not 
in charge of the military effects directly. Nevertheless, President Kennedy told us 
he was the one — the only one responsible.” 

Varona may have sympathized with Kennedy’s position, but most anti-Castro 
Cubans didn’t. The noted attorney, Mario Lazo, in his book, “Dagger in the Heart,” 
put it very directly: 

“The Bay of Pigs defeat was wholly self-inflicted in Washington. Kennedy told the 
truth when he publicly accepted responsibility * * * The heroism of the beleaguered 
Cuban Brigade had been rewarded by betrayal, defeat, death for many of them, long 
and cruel imprisonment for the rest. The Cuban people * * * had always admired 
the United States as strong, rich, generous — but where was its sense of honor and 
the capacity of its leaders? 

“The mistake of the Cuban fighters for liberation was that they thought too 
highly of the United States. They believed to the end that it would not let them 
down. But it did * * *” 

President Kennedy was well aware of the bitter reaction to the Bay of Pigs 
debacle. Far from abandoning the Cuban exiles, he set out to convince them of his 
loyalty to their cause. Perhaps the most ironic event of his relationship with the 
Cuban exiles occurred on December 29, 1962, at the Orange Bowl in Miami. He had 
come to welcome the survivors of Brigade 2506, the 1,200 men who had been 
ransomed from Cuba after almost 20 months in prison. The President was presented 
with the Brigade flag in a dramatic and emotional scene. 

But the euphoria was false and misleading. Although the Cuban exiles cheered 
President Kennedy that day, there also coursed through the crowd a bitter resent- 
ment among some who felt they were witnessing a display for political hypocrisy. 
Later, it would be claimed that the Brigade feeling against President Kennedy was 
so strong that the presentation nearly did not take place, and it would be 'alleged 
(incorrectly, as it turns out) that the Brigade flag given to Kennedy was actually a 
replica. 

That intensity of anti-Kennedy feeling by Cuban exiles was the result of events 
between the time of the Bay of Pigs invasion and the ceremony in the Orange Bowl. 

It is not possible to know fully how the Bay of Pigs defeat changed President 
Kennedy’s attitude toward Cuba, but when journalists Taylor Branch and George 
Crile wrote in Harper’s magazine about a massive infusion of U.S. aid to clandestine 
anti-Castro operations in the wake of the Bay of Pigs, they titled their article, “The 
Kennedy Vendetta”. 
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What is known is that the period between the Bay of Pigs and the Cuban missile 
crisis in October 1962 can be accurately characterized as the high water mark of 
anti-Castro activity. Miami, the center of the exile community, became a busy 
staging ground for armed infiltrations into Cuba. While not every raid was support- 
ed or even known about in advance by government agencies, the United States 
played a key role in monitoring, directing and supporting the anti-Castro Cubans. 
Hundreds of Cubans were set up in proprietary corporations established by the U.S. 
Government to support the massive covert operation. And although this effort was 
cloaked in secrecy, there were very few Cubans in the exile community who did not 
know what was happening and who was supporting the operation. 

That was a time of great activity and exhilaration in the Cuban exile community. 
American arms and weapons flowed freely through South Florida. Miami’s “Little 
Havana” was a beehive of gossip about the latest infiltration operations or paramili- 
tary missions. Raiding parties that left from small secret islands in the Florida Keys 
had the “green light” from the U.S. Government. 

Then came the Cuban missile crisis and negotiations that ended it. The anti- 
Castro groups felt as if the rug had been pulled out from under them. 

The Cuban exiles were initially elated by the possibility that the crisis would 
provoke a showdown with Castro. But President Kennedy made a deal for the 
removal of the missiles. Only later did the exiles come to feel full force the impact 
of Kennedy's agreement with Khrushchev and Castro. 

The word was soon passed. Newspapers reported a basic turn-around in the 
Kennedy policy. For example, the raids that were being conducted by Alpha 66, one 
of the most aggressive exile organizations, were abruptly condemned by Washing- 
ton. The State Department asserted that it did not sanction such attacks. In Decem- 
ber, 2 months after the missile accord, 13 anti-Castro guerrillas were arrested at a 
training camp in the Florida Keys and their arms and explosives were seized by 
U.S. Customs agents. In March 1963, another Alpha 66 raid brought a statement 
from President Kennedy himself. “The raids,” he said, “served no useful purpose.” 
An attack on a Soviet ship in Cuban waters led to the formal issuance of a policy 
pronouncement on March 31. Kennedy said, in no uncertain terms: “We intend to 
take every step necessary to assure that such raids are not launched, manned or 
equipped on United States territory.” On April 5, The New York Times noted that 
the United States was throwing more planes, ships, and men into its effort to police 
the straits of Florida against anti-Castro raiders. 

Throughout the spring and summer of 1963, the crackdown on guerrilla activity 
continued, causing frustration and resentment on the part of the exiles. They could 
not grasp how they could be supported and aided by one U.S. agency and then be 
slapped down by others. In August, the FBI seized a cache of explosives at an anti- 
Castro training camp in Louisiana. Just weeks later, the U.S. Coast Guard cooperat- 
ed with the British Navy in a raid on an exile base in the Bahamas. Then, U.S. 
Customs cracked down on a group of anti-Castro pilots in Miami. The Secret Service 
arrested a Cuban exile leader for conspiring to counterfeit Cuban currency, destined 
for forces inside Cuba. 

The brunt of that anger fell on President Kennedy. The Cuban exiles came to 
think of the missile crisis deal as a “betrayal”. Mario Lazo called it a “soul- 
shattering blow”. Jose Miro Cardona, the head of the Cuban Resolutionary Council, 
an exile organization put together by the U.S. Government to unite fragmented 
exile groups, resigned in disgust. 

In the major enclaves of anti-Castro Cubans — in Miami, New Orleans and 
Dallas — the once glittering image of President Kennedy had turned dark. 

So, the motivation for anti-Castro Cuban involvement in the Kennedy assassina- 
tion was based not only on a schism in political and ideological viewpoints, but also 
on a disposition growing out of a pragmatic realization that Castro probably would 
survive. 

Despite the recommendations of Slawson and Coleman, the Warren Commission 
largely ignored the mood of the exiles in its Final report. It distilled the subject 
down to a nine-paragraph review entitled, “Alleged association with various Mexi- 
can or Cuban individuals”. 

This committee opted to approach the possibilities in a more open-minded way. It 
decided to examine in depth those exile groups which, besides motivation, had the 
capability and resources to be involved in an assassination — in other words, the 
“action groups”. 

The committee also attempted to determine if Oswald sought to utilize or exploit 
resources of the exile groups or if they may have tried to use him. 

The First step was, of course, to define the “action groups”. The committee 
examined public records; it instituted requests for file reviews from every Federal 
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agency in contact with the groups, including the CIA, the Department of Defense, 
the U.S. Customs Service, the FBI, the Drug Enforcement Agency, the Secret 
Service, and so on; it delved into the records of local law enforcement agencies in 
Miami, New Orleans and Dallas. The committee also sent Field investigators into 
Cuban exile communities on an exploratory mission, to talk to former members of 
the “action groups”. 

From these sources the committee discovered there were a few hundred militant 
anti-Castro exile organizations founded between the Castro Revolution and the 
Kennedy assassination. Most did not stay in operation for long, but at one time 105 
of them could be identified from local police Files alone. The committee Finally 
boiled the list down to 20 key anti-Castro Cuban groups which had the motivation, 
capability and resources to assassinate the President. 

They will be named and discussed in detail in the committee’s Final report. Suffice 
it to say now that the committee closely scrutinized the history of the groups and it 
looked very carefully at the activities and associations of their key leaders. The 
committee conducted dozens of Field interviews, it took depositions, and it cross- 
examined witnesses in executive session. 

In its investigation of two of the main action groups the committee found indica- 
tions of a possible connection with Figures named in the Kennedy assassination, 
specifically with Lee Harvey Oswald. 

The two anti-Castro Cuban exile organizations of special interest to the committee 
are Alpha 66 and a group named Junta Revolucionaria Cubana, or JURE. 

Alpha 66 was founded in Puerto Rico in the summer of 1962 by Antonio Veciana 
Blanch, a soft-spoken, mild-mannered former Havana accountant, a church-going 
family man who had fled Cuba in 1961. Two months after he left, Cuba’s govern- 
ment-controlled press named Veciana as the ringleader of an unsuccessful assassi- 
nation attempt on Castro. 

On founding Alpha 66, Veciana declared he was forming the group because the 
Cuban exiles needed a new, coordinated effort to topple Castro and to counteract the 
“do nothing” attitude of President Kennedy towards the Castro regime. Dramatic 
action was required, he said, announcing there would soon be a series of significant 
hit-and-run attacks on Cuba. 

Although most of the original members of Alpha 66 were, also, former account- 
ants, Veciana put together a tough commando unit. Veciana, as the chief spokes- 
man, fund-raiser and coordinator, claimed no political aims other than the over- 
throw of Castro. Alph 66 was uniquely independent, generally having little to do 
with other exile groups whose members were often at odds over the hierarchy that 
would follow Castro’s overthrow. 

When Alpha 66 acted, it did so with a flourish. One of its first assaults was the 
shelling and machine-gunning of a British ship and two Cuban vessels off the north 
coast of Cuba. At a press conference following the raid, Veciana issued a “declara- 
tion of war” against Castro and any ships that were carrying Cuban goods. The 
British Government Filed a strong complaint with the State Department, but Ve- 
ciana promised more raids. 

Throughout the rest of 1962 and into the summer and early fall of 1963, Alpha 66 
struck often, quickly gaining the reputation as the most militant of the exile groups. 
In the middle of the missile crisis, it had the audacity to pull a raid. By March 1963, 
the Alpha 66’s unceasing hit-and-run attacks provoked direct public criticism by 
President Kennedy. Veciana was not cowed. <f We are going to attack again and 
again,” he declared. 

Veciana had made an old friend, former Castro Army Major, Eloy Gutierrez 
Menoyo the military leader of Alpha 66. But Veciana himself was the strategic 
organizer, the public spokesman and fundraiser of the oi*ganization. At least that’s 
what a review of the newspaper Files of the time has reflected. Yet, in September 
1962, the New York Times attributed to Veciana a cryptic statement. He had called 
a press conference to announce Five raids in 60 days. Then, in the body of the story, 
Veciana was quoted as saving that all the planning for the raids was done by 
leaders, “I don't even know . 

As the years went by and the military operations of the Cuban exile groups, 
including those of Alpha 66, lapsed, Veciana himself remained very active in anti- 
Castro operations in Latin America. From 1968 to 1972, he used La Paz, Bolivia, as 
his base. There he was ostensibly working as a banking consultant, though he spent 
most of his time planning anti-Communist subversive operations. He was, in fact, on 
the U.S. Government payroll. Nevertheless, in 1971, he organized an attempt on 
Castro’s life. 

Then in March 1976, a staff investigator for Senator Richard Schweiker, a 
member of the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, approached Veciana in 
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Miami to talk about the relationship of U.S. intelligence agencies to anti-Castro 
activities. The Kennedy assassination was not mentioned. 

Veciana told the investigator of his anti-Castro activities. Then, when asked, he 
said that, yes, he had been in touch with certain Americans in those activities. In 
fact, he said, there was one American who had directed him in all his activities, 
including the Castro assassination attempts in 1961 and 1971. Veciana said the man 
told him, when they first met in the Havanna bank in which Veciana was working 
in 1960, that his name was Maurice Bishop. Veciana believed that to be a false 
name. 

Veciana said Bishop never told him he was an agent of a U.S. intelligence agency 
and, in fact, avoided a direct answer when asked. But, Veciana recounted, Bishop 
was obviously a man with strategic contacts, both in the United States and Latin 
America. 

Veciana said that Bishop had broken contact with him in 1973, that down 
through the years he had never initiated contact with Bishop, and he didn’t know 
how that could be done. Bishop had always contacted him. He had met with Bishop 
at various locations, on the average of several times a year, between 1960 and 1973. 
He met him in Miami often, in Las Vegas once, in Puerto Rico many times, in 
Washington, D.C., in La Paz, in Caracas and in a few other cities. And, yes, said 
Veciana when asked, he had met Maurice Bishop a few times in Dallas. As a matter 
of fact, he recalled one meeting there in August 1963, when he was scheduled to 
rendezvous with Bishop in the lobby of a large office building. When he arrived, 
Bishop was there talking with a young, slightly built American. Veciana did not 
recall whether he was introduced to the man by name, but after the Kennedy 
assassination, he immediately recognized Lee Harvey Oswald as the man with 
Maurice Bishop that day in Dallas. 

Antonio Veciana’s story has been of considerable interest to this committee, 
which has gone to great lengths to assess it. The committee has spent many hours 
with Viciana, who has provided it with details of his relationship with Bishop. 
There are still leads which cannot now be revealed, but which the committee is 
pursuing. 

The committee has, of course, taken sworn testimony from Veciana and other key 
witnesses. Its investigators have tapped sources from as far as Venezuela and Cuba. 
Numerous files which have been requested from the CIA, the FBI and the Depart- 
ment of Defense are still being reviewed and analyzed. In addition, the committee is 
probing the possibility that Bishop may not have been associated with a U.S. 
intelligence agency. On July 30, 1978, the committee released a composite sketch of 
Bishop, produced from a detailed description provided by Veciana. 

The committee cannot be conclusive, but it can say that Veciana’s allegations 
remain undiscredited and that the committee has obtained an indication of the 
existence of a Maurice Bishop, or someone using that name. The meaning of this 
story remains, as yet, indeterminate. 

The other anti-Castro group of special interest to the Committee was JURE. 
JURE was formed in September 1962 as an outgrowth of a split in another anti- 
Castro group, the Revolutionary Movement of the People, or MRP. The founder of 
JURE was Manolo Ray Rivero. JURE was considered a relatively “leftist” Cuban 
exile organization, and many of its detractors accused it of “Fidelism without Fidel”. 
Ray and his group were mistrusted by the right-wing elements of the exile Cuban 
community. 

Although JURE was supported by the CIA, the Agency had to prod other exile 
organizations to accept JURE into the Cuban Revolutionary Council, their umbrella 
organization. Ray kept his group in the CRC for only 3 months, during the period of 
the Bay of Pigs invasion. 

The largest and most active JURE chapters were in Miami and Puerto Rico, but 
other chapters were located throughout the United States and in Latin American 
countries. One was in Dallas, and one of the members of the Dallas chapter was 
Silvia Odio, a 26-year-old, recently divorced mother of four, whose husband had 
abandoned her in Puerto Rico. Educated in the United States and raised in an 
upper-class Cuban environment, Mrs. Odio was the eldest daughter of Amador Odio, 
once one of Cuba’s top trucking executives. 

In 1961, Castro's officers arrested Silvia Odio’s mother and father for harboring a 
confederate of Antonio Veciana in the October Castro assassination atempt. The 
Odio children had left Cuba, and several of them lived in Dallas. 

One of Silvia Odio's sisters, Serita, attended the University of Dallas and was 
acquainted with a socialite named Lucille Connell, who was active in civic and 
charitable activities. Mrs. Connell made arrangements in early 1963 for Silvia to 
come to Dallas, and further arranged for her to receive psychiatric treatment at 
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Southwestern Medical School, where she became a patient of Dr. Burton C. Eins- 
pruch. According to Mrs. Connell, Silvia suffered from a condition which caused 
blackouts when reality became oppressive. 

Silvia Odio testified to the Warren Commission that a man she identified as Lee 
Harvey Oswald, in the company of two Latin men, visited her apartment in Dallas 
in late September 1963. The two Latin men identified themselves as members of 
JURE. 

It should be noted that Silvia Odio was not unknown in the Cuban community of 
Dallas. She had attended JURE meetings, and in the summer of 1963, a large 
photograph of her sisters, Annie and Serita, had appeared on the front page of the 
Dallas Morning News, along with a “human interest” story about the Odio family. 
Silvia’s name was mentioned. 

Mrs. Odio testified before the Warren Commission in September 1964. She said 
that one of the men identified himself as “Leopoldo” and she assumed from his 
accent that he was Cuban. A second man, possibly named Angelo, was also Spanish 
speaking but, she said, he “looked” Mexican. The third, a white American male, was 
introduced to her as “Leon Oswald”. 

Later, Annie Odio, who was at her sister’s apartment that evening, would corrobo- 
rate Silvia’s story to the FBI. She said she opened the door for the visitors. 

Silvia Odio, who said she declined to help the men because she didn’t trust their 
credentials, said that Leopoldo called her 1 or 2 days later. In this telephone 
conversation, she said, he mentioned his American friend, and said that “Leon” had 
remarked that the Cubans should have killed Kennedy after the failure of the Bay 
of Pigs invasion. 

When Mrs. Odio learned of Kennedy’s assassination, she had one of her blackouts. 
She regained conciousness in a hospital room where her sister Annie soon vistited 
her. Earlier, watching Oswald on television, Annie had independently recognized 
Oswald as someone she had seen before. When she mentioned it to her older sister, 
Silvia reminded her of the visit of the three men to her apartment. 

Emotionally shaken, the women decided not to mention the incident to anyone. 
They did, however, tell their sister Serita, and Serita mentioned it to Lucille 
Connell. On December 12, 1963, the FBI interviewed Silvia Odio. She admitted the 
visit and positively identified Lee Harvey Oswald as the “Leon” who had come to 
her apartment with the two Latin-looking men. A week later, the FBI interviewed 
Dr. Einspruch who said that, although Silvia had some emotional problems, she was 
a thoroughly credible person. 

Silvia Odio’s story ran contrary to other evidence which the Warren Commission 
had compiled. It had documentation that Oswald had traveled to Mexico City by bus 
and had registered at a hotel there on the morning of September 27. 

The Warren Commission ordered an investigation, to conducted, principally by 
the FBI, of Mrs. Odio’s allegation. It represented a glaring inconsistency in the 
movements of Oswald, as the Commission was prepared to report them. 

In the summer of 1964, the Warren Commission pressed the FBI to dig more 
deeply into the Odio allegation. On July 24, Chief Counsel J. Lee Rankin, in a letter 
to FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover, stated, “* * * the Commission already possesses 
firm evidence that Lee Harvey Oswald was on a bus traveling from Houston, Tex. to 
Mexico City, Mexico, on virtually the entire day of September 26 * * *” This so- 
called “firm” evidence was based on an analysis of Oswald’s travel during the time 
period of September 24-27 by Assistant Counsel David Slawson. J. Wesley Liebeler, 
the Assistant Counsel who had interviewed Mrs. Odio, disagreed with this analysis 
and sent a memo to Rankin citing “fallacies” in the Slawson analysis. 

On August 23, Rankin again wrote to Hoover and said, “It is a matter of some 
importance to the Commission that Mrs. Odio’s allegations either be proved or 
disproved”. Rankin requested that the FBI attempt to learn the identities of the 
three visitors, by contacting members of anti-Castro groups active in the Dallas 
area, as well as leaders of the JURE organization. He asked the FBI to check the 
possibility that Oswald had spent the night of September 24 in a hotel in New 
Orleans, after vacating his apartment. Portions of this investigation, which were 
inconclusive in supporting the Warren Commission’s contention that Odio was 
mistaken, were not sent to Rankin until November 9, at which time the final report 
had been completed. Back on September 19, Liebeler was extorting Howard Willens, 
another Warren Commission attorney, to “tone down” the write-up of the Odio 
incident. Liebeler contended in that memo: “There are problems. Odio may well be 
right. The Commission will look bad if it turns out that she is.” 

The FBI did attempt to alleviate the “problems.” In a report dated September 26, 
it produced the story of Loran Eugene Hall, who claimed he had been in Dallas in 
September 1963, accompanied by two men fitting Odio’s general description, and 
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that it was they who had visited Silvia Odio. Oswald, Hall said, was not one of the 
men. Within a week of Hall's statement, the other two men Hall had named, 
Lawrence Howard and William Seymour, had been interviewed. They denied ever 
having met Silvia Odio. Then, later, Hall himself retracted his statement. 

Despite the fact that the commission could not prove Oswald took a bus to Mexico 
City, and despite the fact that Loran Hall’s story was an admitted fabrication, the 
Warren report was published, with this explanation of the Odio incident: “While the 
FBI had not yet completed its investigation into this matter at the time the report 
went to press, the commission has concluded that Lee Harvey Oswald was not at 
Mrs. Odio’s apartment in September 1963.” 

The critics of the Warren commission have been quick to pounce on this conclu- 
sion. 

In her book, “Accessories After the Fact”, Sylvia Meagher wrote: 

“The Commission’s failure to get to the bottom of this affair, with its inescapable 
implications, is inexcusable. If the Commission could leave such business unfinished, 
we are entitled to ask whether its members were ever determined to uncover the 
truth. Indeed, the Commission did not even give an honest account of such facts as 
were established. Its own Exhibits expose the 'evidence’ presented in the Report as a 
tissue of evasion and deception which discredits more than it justifies the conclusion 
that Oswald could not have visited Mrs. Odio.” 

The committee is continuing to investigate the Odio allegation. The approach has 
been two-pronged. First, the committee has endeavored to interview everyone con- 
nected with the allegation. Additionally, the committee has made intensive efforts 
to identify the two Spanish-speaking men who visited Mrs. Odio. 

Interviews and depositions have been conducted with the principals: Silvia Odio, 
Annie Odio, Amador Odio, Lucille Connell Light and Dr. Burton Einspruch. The 
staff also arranged a conference telephone call between Dr. Einspruch in Dallas and 
Silvia Odio in Miami, during which they recalled the period when Mrs. Odio was 
under the doctor’s care and related to him the visit of the three men. Mrs. Odio and 
Dr. Einspruch concurred that the revelation of this event came shortly after its 
occurrence and prior to the President’s assassination. 

Loran Hall testified before this committee in executive session on October 5, 1977, 
and Howard and Seymour were interviewed by the investigative staff. 

From a review of FBI files, the committee secured a list of persons who belonged 
to the Dallas Chapter of JURE, and the committee is continuing its attempts to 
locate and interview these individuals. Additionally, staff investigators interviewed 
the leader of JURE, Manolo Ray, now residing in Puerto Rico. 

Furthermore, the committee secured photographs of scores of pro-Castro and anti- 
Castro activists in 1963 who might fit the descriptions of the two latins who Mrs. 
Odio says visited her. The committee also utilized the services of various Govern- 
ment agencies to run a computerized check on all individuals who used the “war” 
names of Leopoldo and Angelo, or names basically similar. An extensive search 
produced the names and photographs of three men who might possibly have been in 
Dallas in September of 1963. These photographs were shown to Mrs. Odio, but she 
was unable to identify them as the men she had seen. 

The committee has determined, as did members of the Warren commission staff, 
that Silvia Odio’s story still is credible. Over the period of the past 15 years, only 
minor details have changed, and one important one remains consistent — Silvia and 
Annie Odio are adamant that “Leon” was Lee Harvey Oswald. 

While this committee has gone much beyond the Warren commission’s investiga- 
tion of the Odio story, it, too, has as yet an undetermined meaning. 

The so-called “Cubanization of Lee Harvey Oswald” occurred during the time he 
lived in New Orleans in 1963. It is a puzzling period in a mysterious career, more so 
for the gaps in the recored of his activities, as the Warren Commission was able to 
document it. 

New Orleans was Oswald’s home town— he was born there October 18, 1939. In 
April 1963 he moved back, having lived in Fort Worth and Dallas since his return 
from the Soviet Union the previous June. 

He spent the first 2 weeks iob hunting, staying with the Murrets, Aunt Lillian 
and Uncle Charles, or “Dutz , as he was called, the sister and brother-in-law of 
Oswald's mother, Marguerite. After being hired by the Reily Coffee Co. as a mainte- 
nance man, he sent for his wife, Marina, and their baby daughter, and they moved 
into an apartment on Magazine Street. 

In May, Oswald wrote to Vincent T. Lee, national director of the Fair Play for 
Cuba Committee, expressing a desire to open an FPCC chapter in New Orleans and 
requesting literature to distribute. He also had handouts printed, some of which 
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were stamped ”L. H. Oswald, 4907 Magazine Street”, others with the alias, “A. J. 
Hidell, P.O. Box 30016”, still others listing the FPCC address as 544 Camp Street. 

The Camp Street address has been a riddle to investigators, official and otherwise, 
over the years, because the only Cuban activity known to have been based there was 
of the anti-Castro sort. 

Oswald lost his job in July, and his efforts to find another was futile. It is known 
that through the rest of the summer he filed claims at the unemployment office. 

The FPCC campaign attracted attention, since Oswald was perhaps the sole overt 
supporter of Castro in a city where the Cuban community was strongly opposed to 
Castro. It also got him into a fight with three anti-Castro Cubans, resulting in 
Oswald spending a night in jail, but earning him some publicity. On August 17, he 
was interviewed on radio, and on August 21, he appeared in a television debate. 

Oswald virtually passed out of sight from August 21 until September 17, the day 
he applied for a visa to Mexico. He is known to have written letters to left-wing 
political organizations, and he and Marina visited the Murrets on Labor Day. 
Marina has claimed he spend his free time reading books and practicing with his 
rifle. 

There is evidence, however, that Oswald was busier then Marina has admitted, or 
even may be aware, and that in his activities he was associating with some highly 
improbable individuals. Six witnesses in all, each corroborating the others, have 
testified before this committee that Oswald was in Clinton and Jackson, La., in late 
August and early September, seeking employment at East Louisiana State Hospital. 

Some of the testimony about Clinton and Jackson place Oswald there with two 
men, both now deceased, who have been charged by New Orleans District Attorney 
Jim Garrison with conspiracy in the Kennedy assassination. One of them, David W. 
Ferrie, died before he was brought to trial. The other, Clay L. Shaw, was acquitted. 

The fashion in which the Garrison investigation was conducted, and the character 
of the Shaw trial have served to complicate an already complex case. It may be that 
the full story of Oswald in New Orleans will never be told, for added to the 
problems of deceased witnesses and fading memories is the unfortunate fact that 
evidence has been tarnished by the way in which it was handled in the Shaw 
prosecution. 

The critics of the Warren commission have argued, however, that there is more to 
be learned about what Oswald was up to in New Orleans and with whom he 
associated. There may be something to this, and the committee will have the 
opportunity, in its final report, to lay out in full detail the situation in New 
Orleans. 

The committee can, for example, present its conclusions about Oswald’s alleged 
association with David Ferrie. It has been suggested that the testimony that Oswald 
and Ferrie were together in Clinton and Jackson is, in a word, impressive. The 
implications of such an association may be serious — at least on the level of associ- 
ation. 

David Ferrie worked as an investigator for Carlos Marcello, who has been identi- 
fied as the organized crime boss of Louisiana and Texas. On the day of the assassi- 
nation, he was with Marcello in a Federal courtroom in connection with legal 
proceedings against the alleged Mafia leader. 

Of the forces that might have conspired to assassinate the President, organized 
crime itself deserves great scrutiny, and the committee has examined organized 
crime for its motive, opportunity and means to assassinate President Kennedy, and 
it has studied in depth alleged Mafia associations of both Oswald and Jack Ruby. 

Mr. Chairman, it would be appropriate at this time to view the greatest single 
justification for this effort to look into organized crime. 

[Film Clip.] 

Mr. Chairman, understandably, the American people might well accept one lone 
assassin in November in Dallas, but two surely asks for more than many have been 
willing to accept. 

When Ruby shot Oswald in the basement of the Dallas Police Department on 
November 24, 1963, the Nation was shocked by a nationally televised munler of the 
accused assassin of the President. In addition, the American people were deprived of 
the best single source of evidence in the case. When evidence is put beyond reach, as 
it was in the assassination of Oswald, the first order of an investigation is to seek 
the motive for that killing. 

First, what do we know about Jack Ruby? Is there anything in his background 
that sheds light on why he murdered Oswald? 

Ruby grew up in Chicago in lower middle class surroundings. His early life was 
disrupted by family disputes. In 1923, after his parents had separated, he was placed 
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in a foster home, when a court found that he, two brothers and a sister were not 
receiving proper care. 

He moved to California in 1933, then returned to Chicago in 1937 to become a 
union organizer. He moved to Dallas in 1947, where he operated a string of night- 
clubs. The last one he owned, the Carousel, was a burlesque house. 

Ruby was known as idiosyncratic, a man of contradictions, given to occasional 
outbursts of violent temper. 

When President Kennedy was assassinated, Ruby was at the Dallas Morning 
News, arranging for an advertisement for the Carousel. In a swirl of activity that 
culminated in his shooting Oswald, Ruby, it has been alleged, seemed to be shadow- 
ing, or possibly stalking, the accused assassin. He was present when Oswald met the 
press on Friday night, and he was at the Dallas County Jail on Saturday aftrernoon, 
awaiting for Oswald to be transfered there. The transfer was postponed until 
Sunday. 

Ruby telephoned several friends to express his grief over the murder of the 
President. Some of them reported he would lapse into periods of sobbing. He 
prowled the streets at night, lamenting the decision of nightclub owners to stay 
open in the aftermath of tragedy. The Carousel was closed, out of respect. 

On Sunday morning, Ruby went to the Western Union office on Main Street, next 
door to the Dallas Municipal Building and police headquarters. At Western Union, 
he sent a $25 money order to an employee, and then — 4 minutes after the money 
order was time stamped — he somehow entered the basement of police headquarters. 
As Oswald was being led to an awaiting car, Ruby fired one fatal shot into him. 

Ruby was tried and convicted of first-degree murder and sentenced to death. An 
appellate court reversed the conviction on evidentiary grounds, however, and a new 
trial was ordered. Before it could begin, he contracted cancer and died of a blood 
clot in January 1967. 

Our objective today is to learn more about Jack Ruby, his character, career and 
association, as they might pertain to a motive for shooting Oswald. For that pur- 
pose, we have three witnesses who knew Ruby, each of whom — a close relative, a 
police officer, a gambler — encountered a distinct facet of the Jack Ruby character. 

The first witness is Earl Ruby, Jack’s younger brother. He was born in 1915, and 
he has spent his career as a businessman. Mr. Ruby is, at present, the proprietor of 
Cobo Cleaners in Detroit. He is a resident of Birmingham, Michigan. 

It would be appropriate at this time, Mr. Chairman, to call Mr. Ruby. 

As well as Earl Ruby might have known his brother in their early years, they 
spent much of their adult life apart. Earl Ruby is particularly limited when it comes 
to commenting on Jack’s life in Dallas, since Earl was not there. 

To learn more about Jack Ruby’s life in Dallas, the committee has turned to the 
Dallas Police Department. It has for two reasons: Ruby was on friendly terms with 
many officers of the DPD; and because there are questions still about the shooting 
of Oswald at Dallas Police Headquarters. 

Our next witness is Captain Jack Revill of the Dallas Police Department. He has 
been a member of the DPD since 1951 and is currently in charge of the Internal 
Affairs Division of the Department. 

In 1963, Captain Revill was a lieutenant assigned to the Criminal Intelligence 
Section of the Special Service Bureau. Later, he was a member of a special investi- 
gative unit charged with determining how Ruby entered the police headquarters 
basement on November 24, 1963. 

It would be appropriate at this time, Mr. Chairman, to call Captain Revill. 

The question of whether Jack Ruby acted alone in the shooting of Oswald has not 
been answered by his own assurances that he did. This is what he told the Warren 
commission, which subjected him to a polygraph test for verification. But when this 
committee asked its panel of experts on polygraphs to examine the results of Ruby’s 
test, it declined to come to a conclusion, explaining the polygraph procedures of 
1964 were of such poor quality as to preclude a judgment. 

In addition, many critics of the Warren commission insist it did not go far enough 
in examining Ruby's associations, to see if any of them give support to the suspicion 
that he was part of a conspiracy. Noting that the Warren commission had discov- 
ered that Ruby had been in contact with an array of less than respectable charac- 
ters— gamblers, ex-cons and henchmen of some underworld bigwigs, the committee 
decided to investigate these connections further, to find out if they might support a 
conspiracy finding. There were three steps in the committee approach: 

First, the files on the individuals under investigation were reviewed, files from 
Federal, State, and local law enforcement agencies. 

Second, selected individuals were interviewed, deposed or questioned at executive 
session hearings. 
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Third, Jack Ruby’s 1963 long-distance phone calls to his associates were analyzed. 
The Warren commission had access to long-distance telephone records, but it did not 
make the fullest use of them. The committee took the records the Warren commis- 
sion had, gathered additional ones, and then analyzed all of them, using a House 
Information Systems computer. The objective was to categorize Ruby’s phone con- 
tacts with an eye to discerning patterns. 

During the Warren commission investigation, on February 24, 1964, staff attor- 
neys Burt Griffin and Leon Hubert recommended that immediate steps be taken to 
obtain and preserve the phone records of Jack Ruby and numerous associates. In a 
lengthy memorandum, Hubert and Griffin recommended that the FBI be instructed 
to secure the records, and that commission chairman Earl Warren address a letter 
to telephone companies to secure preservation of existing records. Some records that 
were specified in the Griffin-Hubert request were obtained, but the extensive preser- 
vation they had envisioned was not carried out, an investigative step that Hubert 
and Griffin ultimately agreed to. Griffin has said that commission General Counsel 
J. Lee Rankin vetoed the recommendation on grounds that it was too far-reaching 
and would create too great a burden. In another memorandum, dated April 4, 
Griffin and Hubert said they needed additional assistance in evaluating the phone 
records that were available. Though it was suggested by Rankin that Chief Justice 
Warren’s security guard might be able to devote some time to the project, the 
project envisioned by Griffin and Hubert was never conducted. In a subsequent 
memorandum dated May 14, the adequacy of the Ruby investigation was discussed, 
but ultimately compromises were worked out and the commission’s work was com- 
pleted. 

Utilizing various phone records still available, including those of Jack Ruby’s 
phone calls in 1963, the select committee has developed a computer project for the 
purpose of detailed analysis of them. 

Using the computer technology of the Legislative and Committee Systems Divi- 
sion of the House Information System, House Administration Committee, the phone 
records analysis took shape. An Amdahl 470 V-5 computer was utilized, backed up 
by two IBM 370-158 central processing units. Various programs were run, using the 
master data base developed from the various phone records obtained by the commit- 
tee. Additional programs are still continuing. 

The telephone calls of Jack Ruby in 1963 were given top priority in the project. In 
recent years, Ruby’s alleged associations with organized crime have been raised 
anew. In particular, it has been said that he was in repeated contact with a number 
of underworld figures in the months just before the assassination of President 
Kennedy. A response to these charges has been, however, that any contact by Ruby 
with such people may well have resulted from his attempts to seek assistance in a 
labor dispute. 

In programing a chronological consolidation of the telephone calls made by Ruby 
from five business and home telephones, the committee discovered a significant 
upsurge in the number of calls in October and November 1963. As can be seen from 
the month by month plotting of these calls on the graph in exhibit F-545, the 
number of calls soared from an average of 25 to 35, in May through September, to 
75 in October, and 96 in November. (That is, 96 calls up to November 24, the day he 
was imprisoned for shooting Oswald.) 

To fathom the possible meaning of the upsurge in Ruby’s calls in October and 
November, the committee closely evaluated his activities during that period. It 
considered who it was Ruby was calling and being called by; why he was in contact 
with these people; whether or not he had contacted them previously. The committee 
was also careful to examine the circumstances surrounding Ruby r s labor problems 
in 1963. 

The labor dispute involved Ruby’s competition with other owners of clubs in the 
Dallas area. Specifically, he was involved quarreling with other owners over wheth- 
er amateur striptease dancers— nonunion girls from the local area — could perform 
in Dallas nightclubs. Ruby had been prohibited by the American Guild of Variety 
Artists from featuring nonprofessional local strippers in his club. The hiring of local 
girls in weekend shows, in what were usually billed as “amateur nights", was a 
source of profit for him. Ruby was further angered by the fact that at least one of 
his competitors reportedly had been allowed to use nonunion talent. 

The exact circumstances of Ruby’s labor difficulties in 1963 are too complex to be 
dealt with in detail, but one aspect is relevant. In analyzing the dramatic upsurge in 
calls in October and November 1963, the committee was able to isolate a significant 
number from the main body of calls. It determined that these particular calls were 
made in conjunction with Ruby's efforts to seek acceptable mediation or settlement 
of his dispute with AGVA. 
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As can be seen from the second line of the graph in exhibit 545, which plots the 
calls made by Ruby in connection with his efforts to solicit advice from AGVA, the 
increase in these union-related calls corresponds, to a considerable degree, with the 
increase in the total body of Ruby’s calls during the same period. The analysis 
shows that Ruby’s labor difficulties were in fact related to much of the increase in 
calls made by Ruby in October and November 1963. 

But in going one step further, it became apparent that to attribute all of Ruby’s 
increased telephone activity in October and November to his AGVA dispute might 
be an inaccurate oversimplification, for a closer look at the specific calls he made in 
1963 raised questions that could not be readily or easily dismissed: Ruby had, in 
fact, placed calls to a number of individuals who have been identified as being in 
some way associated with organized crime. Exhibit F-546 is a printout of these calls. 

Although it may again be noted that these particular calls also correspond some- 
what to the upsurge in the main body of Ruby calls in the weeks prior to the 
assassination, and even though some of the individuals in question have said that 
Ruby was in contact with them to seek help in his labor difficulties, the committee 
felt that more detail on the backgrounds of these persons was essential. Extensive 
file reviews were therefore conducted, and the following picture emerged. 

Between June and August of 1963, Jack Ruby placed seven long distance calls to 
one Lewis J. McWillie. McWillie was a close Ruby associate, as Ruby told the 
Warren commission. In 1959, Ruby had visited Lewis McWillie in Havana, where 
McWillie was working in an organized crime controlled casino. 

Jack Ruby’s phone calls to McWillie occurred on June 27, September 2 (two calls), 
September 4, September 19, September 20, and September 22, The first two calls 
were placed to McWillie’s home number, the remaining five calls were to McWillie’s 
place of business, the Thunderbird Casino in Las Vegas. 

On the afternoon of October 26, 1963, Jack Ruby placed a long distance phone call 
to Irwin S. Weiner in Chicago, with whom he spoke for 12 minutes. Weiner was and 
is a prominent bondsman in Chicago, who has been closely linked with such figures 
as James Hoffa, Santos Trafficante, Sam Giancana, Paul and Allen Dorfman. 
Weiner, according to Federal and State law enforcement files, is alleged to have 
served as a key functionary in the longtime relationship between the Chicago Mafia 
and various corrupt union officials, particularly during Hoffa’s reign as President of 
the Teamsters Union. 

Additionally, Weiner has been involved in a business relationship with two men 
long identified as executioners for the Chicago Mafia— Felix “Phil” Alderisio and 
Albert “Obie” Frabotta. 

In the immediate days following President Kennedy’s murder, the FBI sought to 
question Weiner about the call he had received from Ruby on October 26. According 
to an FBI teletype of November 28, 1963, Weiner refused to respond to questioning 
by FBI Agents in Chicago -with regard to his contact with Ruby, and he declined to 
assist the investigation in any way. Other information received by the FBI during 
the investigation indicated that Weiner had been acquainted years earlier in Chica- 
go with Ruby’s brother Earl. 

Though the Warren commission was aware of Ruby’s phone call to Weiner, the 
commission never sought to have him questioned. Additionally, neither Ruby nor 
his brother, Earl, were ever asked by the commission about their relationship with 
Weiner. 

In executive session testimony before this committee, Weiner was questioned 
about his contact with Ruby. He testified that he had gone to high school with 
Ruby’s brother, Earl, and had been distantly acquainted with Jack. Weiner said he 
had little or no contact with Ruby in later years, and had not heard from him in at 
least 10 years at the time Ruby called him in late October 1963. 

Weiner declared the purpose of Ruby’s call was to seek assistance in the labor 
dispute he was having with hig Dallas nightclub competitors. Ruby asked for aid in 
putting up a bond related to his attempt to file for an injunction against his 
competitors. Weiner testified that he declined to assist Ruby, and had no further 
contact with him. 

The committee has examined testimony and documentation relating to Ruby's 
labor difficulties, in particular his dispute with AGVA. Nevertheless, the committee 
has not found another reference to an effort by Ruby to put up a bond in connection 
with seeking an injunction against his competitors. 

In his appearance before the committee, Weiner further testified that he had lied 
to a reporter when he said in a taped interview that Ruby's phone call to him on 
October 26, 1963 had had nothing to do with labor problems. 

Weiner testified he had refused to submit to FBI questioning about Ruby in the 
weeks following the sination because he believed Bureau agents had harrassed 
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his daughter by implying he might be connected to the assassination. Weiner stated 
he could not specifically recall where he was on the day of the assassination, or on 
the day Ruby shot Oswald, though he believed he was on a visit to Miami. 

At 9:13 p.m., October 30, 1963, 4 days after his call to Irwin Weiner, Jack Ruby 
placed a call to the Tropical Court Tourist Park, a trailer park in New Orleans. The 
number Ruby called, 242-5431, was listed as the business office of the Tropical 
Court, and the duration of the call was one minute. In a partial compilation of 
numbers called by long distance by Ruby, transmitted to the Warren commission by 
the FBI in early 1964, a notation was made indicating that this Ruby call to the 
Tropical Court went to N. J. Pecora. The Warren commission did not, however, 
interview or investigate Pecora and made no reference to him in its Report. 

Nofio J. Pecora, alias Joseph O. Pecoraro, was the owner of the Tropical Court 
Tourist Park. He ran the park from a one-man office located on the premises, the 
office Ruby had called on October 30. Pecora, a former heroin smuggler, was alleged 
to be a close associate of Carlos Marcello. The FBI, Justice Department, and Metro- 
politan Crime Commission of New Orleans have identified Pecora as one of Marcel- 
lo’s three most trusted aides. Law enforcement surveillance reports have indicated a 
particularly close Marcello-Pecora relationship during the early 1960’s, with Pecora 
always close at hand at Marcello’s Town and Country Motel headquarters on the 
outskirts of New Orleans. In fact, it was noted in the select committee’s computer 
phone project that Marcello himself placed a call to Pecora on June 24, 1963, at the 
same trailer office number that Ruby called four months later. 

Earlier this year, when committee investigators sought to question Pecora about 
the October 30, 1963 telephone call from Ruby’s office to his own, Pecora declined to 
respond. Earlier this month, however, Pecora did agree to respond to questions put 
to him by committee investigators. 

Pecora stated that he does not recall receiving any telephone call from Ruby. He 
said he did not know Ruby or have any knowledge of him. Pecora stated that he 
believes that he was probably the only person who had access to his Tropical Court 
telephone in 1963, but that he may well have taken a phone message, suggesting the 
call from Ruby may have been for someone else in the trailer park. 

The committee has established that Ruby did in fact have an associate who lived 
at the Tropical Court Tourist Park in 1963. He was a New Orleans nightclub 
manager named Harold Tannenbaum, now deceased, who was himself a friend and 
colleague of Pecora, having run several Bourbon Street clubs controlled by the 
Marcello interests. In his recent interview with Committee investigators, Pecora 
stated he had been acquainted with Tannenbaum, that Tannenbaum was a neighbor 
in the trailer court. Pecora said he was not aware that Tannenbaum had been a 
friend of Ruby. 

Harold Tannenbaum met Ruby in the summer of 1963 and discussed going into 
business with him. The computer telephone project has established that Ruby and 
Tannenbaum were in frequent contact from June to October 1963. 

The project has also established that an hour after the October 30 call was placed 
from Ruby’s office to Pecora’s office, Tannenbaum placed a call to Ruby. 

On Nobember 7, 1963, Ruby received a collect call from Robert G. (Barney) Baker 
of Chicago. The call lasted 17 minutes. 

Baker is said to have been a top lieutenant and reputed “enforcer” for Teamster 
President James HofFa. A former boxer and ex-convict, Baker was perhaps Hoffa’s 
best known assistant during the McClellan committee investigation of labor racket- 
eering in the late 1950’s. The Senate investigation, coordinated by then chief coun- 
sel Robert F. Kennedy, had detailed Baker’s role as HofFa’s personal liaison to 
various leading Mafia figures. In his McClellan testimony, Baker recited a long list 
of Mafia hit men with whom he had been associated. In 1960, Robert F. Kennedy 
wrote of Baker, “Sometimes the mere threat of his presence in a room was enough 
to silence the men who would otherwise have opposed Hoffa’s reign.” 

Barney Baker was questioned by the FBI in Chicago on January 3, 1964, regard- 
ing his contact with Ruby. Baker stated that Ruby was a complete stranger to him 
until the very day he spoke with him, November 7, 1963. Baker explained that Ruby 
had called him earlier that day and that, in his absence, his wife had taken a 
message to call Ruby's nightclub in Dallas. Baker told the FBI that Ruby had not 
used his real name, but had instructed him to ask for “Lou”, which he did, placing a 
collect call to Ruby’s number. (It might be noted that this is the only instance the 
committee has come across in which Ruby has used a false name or alias.) 

In his 1964 interview with the FBI, Baker stated that the purpose of Ruby’s call 
was to seek assistance in the labor dispute. According to the FBI report. Baker said 
he had “* * * concluded the conversation by firmly declining to offer any assistance 
in this matter.” While in his FBI interview Baker “advised that * * * he had many 
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friends (who) were * * * high-ranking hoodlums”, he stated that he had had no 
prior association with Ruby, and he had no knowledge of any Ruby connection to 
such hoodlums. 

On November 8, 1963, the day after he received the call from Barney Baker, Ruby 
placed a call to Murray W. (Dusty) Miller at the Eden Roc Hotel in Miami. The call 
lasted four minutes. 

Dusty Miller was another key lieutenant of Teamster President James Hoffa, and 
as head of the powerful southern conference of the union, he was regarded as a 
possible successor to Hoffa. Miller, who had been a teamster leader in Dallas, was 
associated with numerous underworld figures. 

In a recent interview with this committee, Miller stated that he had no contact 
with Ruby prior to being called by him on November 8, 1963. Miller said Ruby 
complained of labor problems and asked Miller for help. Miller testified that Ruby 
said something to the effect, “Barney Baker gave me your number and told me that 
maybe you could help me out.” Miller stated that on hearing the reference to Baker, 
he quickly ended the conversation, explaining he viewed Baker as a man with 
questionable associations. 

At 5:22 p.m., November 8, 1963, 31 minutes after he called Dusty Miller, Jack 
Ruby placed a call to Barney Baker in Chicago. This call lasted 14 minutes. It 
occurred on the day after Baker telephoned Ruby in Dallas. 

As noted earlier, Baker told the FBI on January 3, 1964 that he had terminated 
his November 7 conversation with Ruby by “ * * * firmly declining to offer any 
assistance” to Ruby. In his FBI interview, Baker made no mention of the fact that 
Ruby had called him back on November 8, 1963. In fact, he indicated that he had no 
further contact with him. 

The committee has extensively questioned Baker about his past contacts with 
Jack Ruby. When asked why he did not tell the FBI of his second lengthy conversa- 
tion with Ruby, Baker said he must have forgotten about the second call. 

The committee has noted several other areas of telephone contact or relationship 
that are of probative interest. Three examples: 

1. In testimony before the Warren commission, Jack Ruby's sister, Eva Grant, 
said that her brother had called Lenny Patrick in Chicago sometime during the 
summer of 1963. Mrs. Grant stated that Ruby had had some difficulty in locating 
Patrick’s number, but he had told her he had finally found it and had, in fact, 
called Patrick in Chicago. 

Patrick is said to have been one of the Chicago Mafia's leading assassins, responsi- 
ble, according to Federal and State law enforcement files, for the murders of over a 
dozen mob victims. Patrick had grown up in the same Chicago neighborhood as 
Ruby and had been slightly acquainted with him. Later, Patrick became, it is said, 
senior lieutenant of Chicago Mafia leader, Sam Giancana. 

2. A call made on September 24, 1963 by an investigator for New Orleans Mafia 
leader Carlos Marcello to a woman in Chicago, who was present with Ruby on the 
night before the assassination. The committee found that David W. Ferrie had 
called the number of Jean Aase West and had spoken for at least 15 minutes. On 
November 21, 1963, Miss West visited Ruby in Dallas, accompanied by a mutual 
friend, Lawrence Meyers. Miss West and Meyers had drinks with Ruby shortly 
before midnight on November 21 at the Cabana Motel. 

3. The committee found that Barney Baker had placed a telephone call to another 
onetime associate of Jack Ruby on the evening of November 21, 1963. The person 
Baker called was David Yaras of Miami. Yaras was a close friend and partner of 
Lenny Patrick. He had also been acquainted with Ruby during their early years in 
Chicago. Like Lenny Patrick, Dave Yaras has served, it is alleged, as a key lieuten- 
ant of Chicago Mafia leader Sam Giancana, reputedly as an executioner. In an FBI 
interview in 1964, Yaras stated that he had last seen Ruby over 10 years prior to 
the assassination. 

Once again, the ultimate meaning of these facts and circumstances remains as yet 
indeterminate. 

Chairman Stokes. OK. 

Mr. Blakey. It would be appropriate, now, Mr. Chairman, to call 
Mr. Ruby. 

Chairman Stokes. The committee calls Mr. Earl Ruby. 

Would you please raise your right hand to be sworn. You solemn- 
ly swear the testimony you will give before this committee is the 
truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 
Mr. Ruby. I do. 
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Chairman Stokes. Thank you. You may be seated. The Chair 
recognizes counsel for the committee, Mr. James McDonald. 

Mr. Adelson. My name is Alan Adelson, South Field, Mich. 

Mr. McDonald. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ruby, for the record, would you please state your full name? 

TESTIMONY OF EARL RUBY 

Mr. Ruby. Earl Ruby. 

Mr. McDonald. And are you represented by or are you accompa- 
nied by an attorney today? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes, I am. 

Mr. McDonald. Sir, would you, for the record state your name? 

Mr. Adelson. Alan Adelson. 

Mr. McDonald. Thank you. 

Mr. Ruby, what is your address and your present occupation? 

Mr. Ruby. My address is 4380 Stony River Drive, Birmingham, 
Mich. 

Mr. McDonald. And Mr. Ruby, for the record, are you the broth- 
er of Jack Ruby? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes, I am. 

Mr. McDonald. Would you please give us a brief description of 
some of your other brothers and sisters in the Ruby family? 

Mr. Ruby. Well, my oldest brother, Hyman, died several years 
ago of cancer. He passed away. Approximately 4 weeks ago, my 
oldest sister passed away from a heart attack. 

Mr. McDonald. How many brothers and sisters did Jack Ruby 
have? 

Mr. Ruby. Four sisters and three brothers, making a total of 
eight. 

Mr. McDonald. Would you move the microphone a little closer 
to you? Thank you. 

And where did you and your brother Jack spend his youth? 
What city did he grow up in? 

Mr. Ruby. Chicago, 111. 

Mr. McDonald. And would you please tell the committee the 
kind of relationship you had with your brother Jack? In other 
words, did you associate in the same circle of friends when you 
were growing up in Chicago? 

Mr. Ruby. No, not really, because Jack was 4 years older than I 
was at the time and he traveled with fellows that were older than I 
was. 

Mr. McDonald. So, did you have an opportunity to associate 
with anyone — did you know who Jack's friends were during those 
years? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes, some of them. 

Mr. McDonald. Mr. Ruby, directing your attention to 1947, did 
Jack leave Chicago and move to Dallas? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes, he did. 

Mr. McDonald. What caused him to do that? 

Mr. Ruby. Jack, my brother Sam, and myself were equal part- 
ners in a company called Earl Products Co., a company that orga- 
nized after I came out of the service, and as they came out of the 
service I made them equal partners. In any event, Jack was with 
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us for a year or so and we had a disagreement and we decided to 
buy Jack out. 

During that time, my sister Eva, who was at that time living in 
Dallas, was in touch with Jack and had been asking him to come 
down to Dallas. We did give Jack at that time approximately 
$14,500 as his share and he left for Dallas. 

Mr. McDonald. To your knowledge, had Jack ever been to 
Dallas before 1947? 

Mr. Ruby. I don’t think so. 

Mr. McDonald. During the ensuing years between 1947 and 
1963, what kind of contact did you have with your brother Jack, in 
other words, how often did you see him? 

Mr. Ruby. Can you repeat that again? 

Mr. McDonald. During the years after Jack moved to Dallas, 
and before the events of November 1963, how often and what kind 
of contact did you have with Jack? 

Mr. Ruby. Well, we were in somewhat friendly contact because 
we were on a friendly basis and he visited Chicago on more than 
one occasion, I think, and I visited him in Dallas once or twice. 

Mr. McDonald. Mr. Ruby, we have a technical problem, that is, 
our cameras can’t focus on you properly. If you could switch places 
with your attorney. Perhaps both of you could move a little bit 
more to my left and to your right. 

OK, thank you. 

So, you say you visited Dallas how many times during those 
years? 

Mr. Ruby. Twice, I think. 

Mr. McDonald. And you say Jack visited you in Chicago on a 
number of occasions? 

Mr. Ruby. Well, he had to visit or come to Chicago at least two 
times that I remember. 

Mr. McDonald. Well, what I am driving at, over those years, 
were you close to Jack, did you keep up contact? 

Mr. Ruby. More or less, yes. 

Mr. McDonald. Did you telephone each other? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. McDonald. Write letters? 

Mr. Ruby. Occasionally. I don’t think we corresponded much. 
Most of our contacts were by telephone. 

Mr. McDonald. Would you say you lost contact with Jack during 
those years, or you kept pretty good contacts up over the distance 
involved? 

Mr. Ruby. I would say I never lost contact with him. 

Mr. McDonald. To your knowledge, during the years leading up 
to 1963, how was Jack doing financially? 

Mr. Ruby. Well, at one time in the fifties he wasn’t doing very 
well at all and he returned to Chicago very depressed and at that 
time I tried to help him out financially, even to try to find him a 
business in Chicago, but I don’t remember, but for some reason he 
went back to Dallas again because Eva was there. 

Mr. McDonald. Did you have occasion to make loans to Jack? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes, I did. 

Mr. McDonald. How many times? 

Mr. Ruby. Several times. 
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Mr. McDonald. And how much did you loan him? 

Mr. Ruby. Well 

Mr. McDonald. Total? 

Mr. Ruby. The total was approximately $15,000, but the last 
amount that I sent him was $6,000. That was to be an investment 
more than a loan in a nightclub. 

Mr. McDonald. Do you recall the nightclub? 

Mr. Ruby. I think it was the Carousel. At that time though, it 
was the Sovereign. They changed the name. 

Mr. McDonald. When you made the investment you were invest- 
ing in the Sovereign Club? 

Mr. Ruby. I think so. Before I knew it they were bankrupt. I 
think they overspent the money on furnishings and business just 
didn't materialize as they had planned, and so then I was more or 
less out of the picture. 

Mr. McDonald. When you say they, who are you referring to? 

Mr. Ruby. I think Jack and a gentleman by the name of Slayton 
and probably Ralph Paul. 

Mr. McDonald. And you say the Sovereign Club went of of 
business? 

Mr. Ruby. Well, it was reorganized, I think. 

Mr. McDonald. Reorganized into the Carousel Club? 

Mr. Ruby. I think so. 

Mr. McDonald, The same physical plant? 

Mr. Ruby. I think, I am not sure, but I think it was the Carousel 
then. 

Mr. McDonald. Did you ever get paid back for the loan? 

Mr. Ruby. No, I never in fact received any of the amounts of 
money that I had loaned or invested. 

Mr. McDonald. Did you press Jack for payment? If he closed the 
Sovereign Club and opened up the Carousel Club, did you express a 
desire to have an interest in that club in order to get your funds 
back? 

Mr. Ruby. No, I did not, and he had other investors from what I 
understand in opening of the Carousel. 

Mr. McDonald. And you say, Mr. Ruby, you went to Dallas how 
many times during the years? 

Mr. Ruby. I remember at least twice. 

Mr. McDonald. It it possible you went more than that, twice in 
16 years? 

Mr. Ruby. It could be one or more at the most but I am not sure. 

Mr. McDonald. And where did you stay when you went to 
Dallas to visit with Jack? 

Mr. Ruby. I stayed with Jack in his apartment. 

Mr. McDonald. And while in Dallas did you have occasion to 
frequent his club? 

Mr. Ruby. Oh, yes, many occasions. 

Mr. McDonald. How many times would you say? 

Mr. Ruby. Well, I am sure every day that I was there I more or 
less went wherever he went. When he went to the club I went with 
him because I had nothing else to do. 

Mr. McDonald. When you went to Dallas did you take any other 
members of your family with you? 

Mr. Ruby. On those visits, no. 



503 


Mr. McDonald. How about on other visits? 

Mr. Ruby. Well, the other visits were during during the trial. 
That is what I am speaking of. 

Mr. McDonald. Did you have occasion when you were with Jack 
in Dallas to meet any of his friends, acquaintances, or business 
associates? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes, I did. 

Mr. McDonald. Can you recall who were? 

Mr. Ruby. I remember meeting Ralph Paul. 

Mr. McDonald. Anyone else? 

Mr. Ruby. He introduced me at one time to a prizefighter, a 
heavyweight champ of Texas, but I don't remember his name. 

Mr. McDonald. Mr. Ruby, the loan you made to Jack, to the 
Sovereign Club, was it in 1959; is that correct? 

Mr. Ruby. I think so. I am not even sure. 

Mr. McDonald. Well, that is the year. In general, can you recall 
what was Jack's financial situation in that year? 

Mr. Ruby. Well, he seemed to be getting along. He needed the 
money to refurbish the club or hire entertainment. 

Mr. McDonald. So you made the $6,000 loan but then the club 
went out of business, the Sovereign? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. McDonald. And then Jack reopened the same business 
premises and it was called the Carousel Club? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. McDonald. You were not included among the group of 
controlling owners? 

Mr. Ruby. Correct. 

Mr. McDonald. What kind of protest did you register with Jack? 

Mr. Ruby. Well, I complained but he said he had no alternative 
but to make these arrangements, new arrangements. 

Mr. McDonald. In 1959, were you aware of your brother Jack 
taking a trip to Cuba? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes, I was. 

Mr. McDonald. How did you become aware of that? 

Mr. Ruby. Jack told me about it. 

Mr. McDonald. What did he say? 

Mr. Ruby. He said he was going to visit a good friend of his by 
the name of Lew McWillie. 

Mr. McDonald. Did he say how he was going to get there? How 
was he going to travel to Cuba? 

Mr. Ruby. As far as I know he flew there in a plane. 

Mr. McDonald. Did he have any other comments, was he going 
there strictly for vacation? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. McDonald. Now, this was in 1959 when you advanced him 
the $6,000 loan. Did you have any questions in your own mind as to 
how he was going to finance a trip to Cuba? In other words, at the 
time did it strike you as unusual for him to be going to Cuba? 

Mr. Ruby. No, because I don't think I learned about it until after 
he had returned. 

My counsel tells me that the trip was paid for by Lew McWillie. 

Mr. McDonald. And it is your testimony that he went to visit 
McWillie as a personal vacation? 
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Mr. Ruby. Yes. He thought very highly of McWillie and it was 
more or less of a friendship visit. 

Mr. McDonald. Do you know, did Jack often take vacations? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes, on occasion he would go to Vegas, I know. 

Mr. McDonald. And how often would he go there, do you know? 

Mr. Ruby. I really don’t know. 

Mr. McDonald. Thinking back on Jack, do you remember, was 
he a smoker, did he smoke cigarettes, pipes, cigars? 

Mr. Ruby. Very seldom would he smoke a cigarette. 

Mr. McDonald. How about drinking, did he drink. 

Mr. Ruby. Drank very little, if any. 

Mr. McDonald. How about gambling, did he gamble? 

Mr. Ruby. He gambled a little bit at Vegas; yes. 

Mr. McDonald. What did he tell you about the trip after he got 
back? 

Mr. Ruby. You mean the trip to Cuba? 

Mr. McDonald. Yes. 

Mr. Ruby. Nothing. 

Mr. McDonald. Do you know how long he stayed? 

Mr. Ruby. No, I don’t even know how long he stayed. 

Mr. McDonald. Now, you were deposed by this committee, is 
that correct, Mr. Ruby, we took a deposition of you in Chicago a 
few months ago? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes sir. 

Mr. McDonald. On page 83 of that depostion you told the com- 
mittee that you knew of McWillie, Lewis McWillie in 1959, but you 
have never met him until a few years ago, is that correct? 

Mr. Ruby. That is correct. 

Mr. McDonald. Precisely how did you come to learn of this 
person, how did you know about this guy McWillie? 

Mr. Ruby. Jack had told me about his friend in Cuba. 

Mr. McDonald. And he told you about him in 1959? 

Mr. Ruby. I don’t remember exactly when he told me but he 
mentioned his name on more than one occiasion. 

Mr. McDonald. What was the perception or understanding of 
who McWillie was? 

Mr. Ruby. Just a good friend of his. 

Mr. McDonald. You are saying that Jack talked to you about 
him over the telephone or when? 

Mr. Ruby. I don’t remember how the conversation came up but I 
know he mentioned his name to me on more than one occasion. 

Mr. McDonald. Why would he do this? Why would he mention a 
friend you had never met to you over the phone on more than one 
occasion? In other words, let’s recall 

Mr. Ruby. Probably because he had gone to Cuba to visit him 
and that was a long trip, I would think. 

Mr. McDonald. What else did Jack say about the trip to Cuba? 
Can you recall any specific comments, did he talk, did he like the 
weather or 

Mr. Ruby. No; he mentioned to me that he was going to visit his 
good friend McWillie. 

Mr. McDonald. That is all he said? 

Mr. Ruby. Well, that is the gist of it. 
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Mr. McDonald. When was the first time you learned of Mr. 
McWillie, before Jack went to Cuba or afterward? 

Mr. Ruby. I don't recall — it was so long ago. 

Mr. McDonald. Did you or McWillie ever have any mutual 
business associates or friends? 

Mr. Ruby. No; I had never met McWillie until last year. 

Mr. McDonald. How did you finally meet McWillie? 

Mr. Ruby. The wife and I were driving to California. We stopped 
in Vegas and I looked him up and talked to him for a few minutes. 

Mr. McDonald. And where did you look him up? 

Mr. Ruby. He works in one of the gambling casinos there. 

Mr. McDonald. And how did you know he was working there? 

Mr. Ruby. I had talked to either Toni Zoppi or a fellow we called 
Stoney who had been a friend of the family for many years and one 
of them told me where he was working. 

Mr. McDonald. What is Stoney's name? 

Mr. Ruby. I have got it written down. I can't think of it. We 
always called him “Fat Stoney." I would have to look it up. 

Mr. McDonald. How about Toni Zoppi, who is he? 

Mr. Ruby. He was the good friend of Jacks in Dallas. He wrote a 
night club column for one of the newspapers in Dallas, and, of 
course, Jack was in touch with him for that reason and they were 
very close friends. Toni Zoppi also testified at the trial in behalf of 
Jack and I saw Toni on many occasions during the trial. 

Mr. McDonald. And you have maintained contact with him 
since the trail? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. McDonald. So it was Zoppi that told you where McWillie 
was? 

Mr. Ruby. Zoppi or Stoney, either one. 

Mr. McDonald. And when was this trip? 

Mr. Ruby. The summer of 1977. The spring or summer. 

Mr. McDonald. What happened when you met McWillie, what 
transpired? 

Mr. Ruby. Well, we talked for 5 minutes, he mentioned all the 
, problems he had because of Jack, and that the gun Jack had sent 
him, which he never even picked up, and that was about it. 

Mr. McDonald. What gun are you referring to? 

Mr. Ruby. Jack had one time sent him a gun, he was threatened 
or something, he asked Jack to send him a gun, and Jack mailed 
him a gun from what he told me, he was afraid to go and pick it up 
at the post office, or whatever. 

Mr. McDonald. And what casino did you locate McWillie at, 
what casino in Las Vegas? 

Mr. Ruby. I have that written down. I can give it to you later, if 
you want it. 

Mr. McDonald. Have you been to Las Vegas often, do you go 
there often? 

Mr. Ruby. No, not really. I hadn't been there for sometime prior 
to that and I haven't been there since then. 

Mr. McDonald. What caused you to try to look up McWillie 
when you were there? 
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Mr. Ruby. Well, I realized he was involved with Jack and so 
much had been said about the gun Jack had sent him I thought I 
would stop and say a hello to him. 

Mr. McDonald. Mr. Ruby, directing your attention to 1963, were 
you then the owner of Cobo Cleaners? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes, I was. 

Mr. McDonald. Cobo Cleaners is where, in what city? 

Mr. Ruby. The address is 18135 Livernoyne, northwest part of 
Detroit. 

Mr. McDonald. During that time and up to the present, especial- 
ly at that time, and some of the questions I am going to ask you, 
you have already given us in deposition, but we are going to go 
through them again today, at that time, did you normally utilize 
telegrams in the course of your business? 

Mr. Ruby. On occasion; yes. 

Mr. McDonald. What would the occasions generally be to use 
telegrams? I think you testified at the deposition, congratulatory 
notes, things of that nature. 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. McDonald. During the last 15, 16 years, approximately how 
many times do you think you have sent a telegram? 

Mr. Ruby. Probably — I have no idea. I would say five or six 
times. 

Mr. McDonald. Five or six would be at the outside? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. McDonald. You are aware that on April 1, 1962, a telegram 
was sent from Cobo Cleaners to Havana, Cuba, and you testified 
during the deposition when I asked you was that a normal occur- 
rence, or it was not a normal occurrence, and your testimony was 
no; correct? 

Mr. Ruby. I didn't understand you. 

Mr. McDonald. In other words, sending a telegram to Havana, 
Cuba, is not a normal occurrence? 

Mr. Ruby. That’s correct. 

Mr. McDonald. And also in your testimony during the deposi- 
tion at page 86, you stated that you would have been the person 
sending such telegram or any telegram, for that matter; is that not 
correct? 

Mr. Ruby. I don't 

Mr. McDonald. In other words, if anyone sent a telegram from 
Cobo Cleaners, it would have been you, not a shirt presser or 
someone out in the back doing the laundry. In other words, you 
would have been the one to have sent the telegram? 

Mr. Ruby. Not completely. 

Mr. McDonald. Perhaps the bookkeeper? 

Mr. Ruby. Bookkeeper, the manager, I always have a manager. 
Could have been one of the office help. 

Mr. McDonald. During the deposition, it was your testimony 
that at that time, you said you would normally 

Mr. Ruby. Normally, yes. 

Mr. McDonald. I think as we went on in the deposition, you also 
said, I think it was agreed in 1962, no one else in Cobo Cleaners 
would have sent a telegram, especially to Cuba. 

Mr. Ruby. Correct. 
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Mr. McDonald. Again, I am referring to the deposition at page 
87, again, speaking about this telegram to Cuba in 1962, which we 
noted was 1 year after the Bay of Pigs incident, in April of 1961, 
and this was a time when the United States has broken diplomatic 
relations with Cuba and you said during the deposition that such a 
telegram certainly “looks suspicious,” that’s a correct reflection of 
what occurred at the deposition. 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. McDonald.. And also at the deposition, you said you 
couldn’t explain it, couldn’t explain the telegram. 

Mr. Ruby. Correct, because I never remembered sending the 
telegram because I couldn’t explain it. 

Mr. McDonald. Subsequent to the deposition in Chicago, you 
sent us a letter? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. McDonald. Just give me a minute. It is a letter dated 
August 17, 1978, addressed to this committee, which we have given 
JFK No. F-554. I am going to quote from your letter in part, where 
you said, “Regarding telegram alleged sent to Cuba in 1962, I”, 
referring to yourself: 

checked with post office here and learned that there are six Cubas in the United 
States, and now I am sure the telegram in question was sent to a Cuba here in the 
United States and not to Havana, Cuba, or any other place in Cuba. I, therefore, 
must go on record as stating that at no time did I ever send a telegram to Havana, 
Cuba, or any place in Cuba. There is a Cuba in each of the following States: 
Alabama, Illinois, Kansas, New Mexico, New York, and Ohio. 

Does that accurately reflect your letter? 

[Witness nodded head.] 

Mr. McDonald. Mr. Ruby, have you ever had any business con- 
tacts or accounts from Cobo Cleaners in Cuba, Ala.; or Cuba, 111.; or 
Cuba, Kans.; Cuba, N. Mex.; Cuba, N.Y.; Cuba, Ohio? 

Mr. Ruby. No. However, if I remember correctly, on the billing, 
telephone bill, I don’t think it said Havana, Cuba. It read Cuba 
with a “T”, after it. 

Mr. McDonald. Cuba with a “T”. 

Mr. Ruby. Followed by a “T”, which would indicate that it was a 
telegram. 

Mr. McDonald. Unfortunately, we don’t have a copy of that 
telegram. But I am going to read to you from JFK exhibit F-565, 
which was also introduced into the Warren Commission record and 
it was given the number C.E. 2978. 2978 is a copy of an IRS, 
Internal Revenue Service, audit report reflecting an IRS audit of 
you in 1964. 

I am going to read some pertinent portions of that record to you 
because this IRS report, which is the best record that we have now, 
since the telegram doesn’t exist, specifically speaks to a telegram 
being sent not to Cuba in any other State, but Havana, Cuba. This 
is a report dated January 7, 1964, and it was prepared by and IRS 
revenue agent, and then his report was incorporated into this one. 
And it reads as follows: 

Internal Revenue Agent, R. Anstet, has completed checking the books and records 
of the taxpayer's novelty and drycleaning business. With exception of a telegram to 
Havana, Cuba, on April 1, 1962, his examination has disclosed no other leads. Up to 
January 6, 1964, no attempt was made by Agent Anstet to question Earl Ruby about 
the Havana telegram or the various long distance calls in 1962 and 1963, first, 
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because his audit concerns only the years 1961 and 1962, and, second, any questions 
on this line may have disrupted the cooperative attitude and caused an unnecessary 
delay. However, on January 6, 1964, an opportunity arose for Agent Anstet to 
question Earl Ruby about certain partnership deductions which had the appearance 
of possible personal expenses, included among the questionable items were various 
long distance toll charges in 1962. Concerning these, the taxpayer made the follow- 
ing comments. 

The report then lists in one column to the left “Area Called” and 
then on the other side, it has “Taxpayer’s Comments,” and they 
have quotes around the comments because, as I understand IRS 
policy, when they interview a taxpayer, they also bring along a 
tape recording machine and they record the complete interview, 
that way they have a complete record of what has been said. 

Mr. Adelson. At that time, I was present at all these interviews. 
There were no tape recording machines, nor would 

Mr. Fithian. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, would the attorney use 
the mike, please? 

Mr. Adelson. In 1964, there were no tape recording machines 
used by the Internal Revenue or were tape recording machines 
available as they were today. I was present at those meetings and 
there was no tape recording done. 

Mr. McDonald. Nevertheless, the agent then took notes, we 
know that, because we have his report in front of us. His report 
reflects the taxpayer’s comments on what was said about the var- 
ious different toll records and he goes down, he starts out with a 
call to Evanston, 111., and the taxpayer’s comments, “That’s where 
my partner used to live. He moved about 6 months ago to Glen- 
view.” 

And the agent said, “Rochester, N:Y.” Again, we are referring to 
telephone calls. And the taxpayer’s comments: “That’s where our 
superintendent used to live and work.” 

Then Havana, Cuba. “That’s a telegram, isn’t it?” 

Then the report indicates dot, dot, dot, dot, “I don’t remember.” 
And then it goes on, Van Nuys, Calif.; Ansonia, Conn., a number of 
other ones. 

What is rather curious is his comments after. He has a series of 
these telephone charges. 

The interview regarding the toll charges was in the form of an informal discus- 
sion while paging through the telephone bills. Comments were offered easily and 
freely until the item of the Havana telegram. After a brief pause in the conversa- 
tion, Agent Anstet specifically requested a comment on this item, after another 
pause, the above-mentioned comment was made. 

Do you recall that interview, Mr. Ruby? 

Mr. Ruby. I think so. It is so long ago. 

Mr. McDonald. When the agent asked you about, according to 
his report, he just said as he was going down the list of telephone 
calls, he said Havana, Cuba, and you said, “That’s a telegram, isn’t 
it,” and then you couldn’t remember. 

Mr. Ruby. The reason I said it was a telegram is because a “T” 
followed Cuba and that indicates it is a telegram. 

Mr. McDonald. And you said to him, then, you couldn’t remem- 
ber? 

Mr. Ruby. Correct. 

Mr. McDonald. Did you send a telegram to Havana, Cuba? 

Mr. Ruby. As I stated before 
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Mr. Adelson. Mr. McDonald, at the time, Mr. Ruby was examing 
the bills with the agent. I also was present at that time, and he 
was looking at the various telephone bills as they come on a 
separate sheet and it did have a “T”, after it, and Mr. Ruby was 
only asking, “Isn’t that a telegram,” or “That’s a telegram, isn’t 
it,” with a question mark. 

So, the knowledge of it was not known to Mr. Ruby at that time, 
and he merely indicated that's a telegram because the bill had 
indicated it was a telegram. 

Mr. Ruby. In answering your question, I never sent a telegram to 
Havana, Cuba. 

Mr. McDonald. On page 91 of the deposition, we discuss this 
point, and you said that Jack might have asked you to send it, but 
you didn’t remember whether Jack asked you to send it, is that 
correct? 

Mr. Ruby. That’s possible. 

Mr. McDonald. So, it is possible, you are saying it is possible 
then, that Jack might have asked you to send a telegram to 
Havana? 

Mr. Ruby. No, that’s not what I mean. In addition, concerning 
this telegram, I took it upon myself to call Western Union. 

Mr. McDonald. When did you do this? 

Mr. Ruby. After the deposition, and learned that during that 
time, since we were on such unfriendly terms with Cuba, it was 
practically impossible to send a telegram directly to Cuba and that 
they were channeled through London, also. 

I think that had I had any reason to send a devious type of 
telegram to Cuba, I surely wouldn’t have sent it from my own 
phone number. 

Mr. McDonald. Is it possible that Jack might have sent the 
telegram and charged it to your number for some reason unknown 
to you? 

Mr. Adelson. Once again, Mr. McDonald, the telephone bill indi- 
cated the telegram originated from the telephone number of Cobo 
Cleaners. It was not charged from another number. It would indi- 
cate that on the bill. 

Mr. McDonald. You raise an issue which you say you went and 
checked with Western Union after the deposition 2 months ago in 
Chicago, but one of the puzzling things about this is that you said 
in deposition that after the telegram was brought to your attention 
in January 1964, you never went back and checked out if it was a 
valid telegram, whether it was a mistake, whatever. 

I would like to quote you from deposition at page 92, and the 
question was put to you, “After the agent showed it to you back in 
1963-64, did you go back and check with your employees?” 

You answered: “No, I didn’t think anything of it. Couldn’t imag- 
ine any of my employees sending it because they never talked 
about going to Cuba.” 

Then, the question was: “Did you take any steps after leaving the 
IRS agent to go back and check your records at your company?” 

“No, because I thought it was a mistake or something. I just 
couldn’t imagine what it was.” 

And the question was put to you, “But didn’t you check to see?” 
And the answer was, “No.” 


41-373 0 - 79 - 33 
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In other words, it is a telegram that appears completely out of 
the ordinary at a time when telegrams, as you just said, were not 
being sent regularly, probably not at all, and the issue, when raised 
to you 14 years ago, you did not check it. 

Mr. Ruby. Because I was questioned about it by the Warren 
Commission and I assumed they were going to check it out, and I 
realized that I didn’t send the telegram. There was no reason for 
me to check it out. 

Mr. Adelson. Mr. McDonald, I also want to point out, according 
to the terminology used by the telephone company and the tele- 
graph company, a telegram is a domestic letter as opposed to a 
cablegram. Anything that would go overseas on a bill would be 
called a cablegram. It appears this telegram probably was a domes- 
tic item. 

Mr. McDonald. Mr. Ruby, directing your attention to November 
1963, when did you first learn of your brother’s involvement in the 
murder of Lee Harvey Oswald? 

Mr. Ruby. I was at my plant on that Sunday morning with an 
electrician and one of my drivers, and the reason the electricians 
were there on Sunday because, at that time, we were working 6 
days a week and he had to perform some electrical work and it 
couldn’t be done on the other days, so he came in Sunday morning 
and one of my best friends, Mike Nevsen, was in the hospital 
having had a serious operation and I thought since I was there and 
waiting while they were working on the electrical work, I called 
him and as I was talking to him, he suddenly said, “I have to hang 
up now; somebody just shot Oswald,” and he hung up. 

And I told my people what had happened, and shortly thereafter, 
Jim Stewart, one of the drivers that was there, and I left in my 
station wagon, and as we were driving, taking him home, I had the 
radio on, the news came through that Jack Ruby had just shot 
Oswald. 

Mr. McDonald. Did you have any contact with Jack over the 
days after the President’s assassination but before he shot Oswald? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. Yes. 

Mr. McDonald. What kind of contact did you have? 

Mr. Ruby. Well, I actually heard that he had— he hadn’t talked 
to me, he called me and I wasn’t home and he called my sister and 
told her how upset he was, and something to the effect that he was 
so upset and so disgusted with what happened in Dallas that he 
even considered leaving there, for some reason. 

Mr. McDonald. Leaving Dallas? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. McDonald. Which sister did he talk to? 

Mr. Ruby. Eileen. 

Mr. McDonald. Eileen. What was her last name? 

Mr. Ruby. Kaminsky. 

Mr. McDonald. Did you personally speak with Jack during those 
days? 

Mr. Ruby. No. 

Mr. McDonald. Upon learning that Jack shot Lee Harvey 
Oswald, what did you do? 

Mr. Ruby. Well, as I told you, I was in the station wagon, I 
^ff -Tim Stewart at his home, and then I went home, and 
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shortly thereafter I think I called Chicago, where all my family 
lived, and then Loyola and they were all upset, and by that time it 
seemed that they were being or trying to be contacted by the news 
media, and they asked me to come there that day. I did go there 
that afternoon. 

My brother, Hyman, as I mentioned before, who since passed 
away, picked me up at the airport, and we went to the house, and 
if I remember correctly, in front of the house was surrounded by 
news people, and we saw them from the corner. We parked and I 
think we went in the back door. Of course they were ringing the 
bell trying to get an interview. 

However, shortly thereafter, someone knocked at the door and 
said they were FBI, and I said something to the effect that I would 
like to have proof, because they wanted to come in and talk to us, 
and he said, if I remember correctly, his name was Mr. White, “we 
will go up to the corner and we will make arrangements so that we 
will be verified,” and I think someone called me from downtown 
and said to let these people in, they have authorization to come 
and interview you from the Government. 

Mr. McDonald. This was on the day you learned that Jack had 
shot Oswald? 

Mr. Ruby. This was Sunday evening of the shooting. 

Mr. McDonald. After Jack was arrested, did you speak with him 
over the telephone? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. McDonald. Where were you? 

Mr. Ruby. Many times. It seems he was permitted to make 
collect calls from the police station. 

Mr. McDonald. What was said the first time that he called you? 

Mr. Ruby. I don't remember exactly except 

Mr. McDonald. Well, in general then, if you think back on 

Mr. Ruby. How bad he felt and this was a problem and things of 
that sort and 

Mr. McDonald. Well, how bad he felt about what? 

Mr. Ruby. About the shooting. 

Mr. McDonald. Which one, which shooting are we talking 
about? 

Mr. Ruby. The shooting of Oswald. 

Mr. McDonald. Did he say why he did it? 

Mr. Ruby. No; not at that time. 

Mr. McDonald. What else did he say? 

Mr. Ruby. He not only talked with me at that time, he talked 
with I know my oldest brother, Hyman, and I don't remember each 
word or 

Mr. McDonald. Did you ever ask him when you talked to him 
over the telephone why he did it? 

Mr. Ruby. Not over the phone. When I saw him personally in 
Dallas I did ask him and he said when Oswald walked out of that 
doorway he had a silly smirk on his face as though it seemed to 
Jack that he really felt good about it, and that is when Jack lost 
control of himself and shot him. 

Mr. McDonald. Did you ask Jack what he was doing in the 
basement that morning of the Dallas Police Department? 
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Mr. Ruby. We talked about it and he said he had gone to send a 
telegram and he saw the commotion in front of the police station 
and went over to see what was doing and went down in there, that 
is how it happened. 

Mr. McDonald. Did you believe what he was telling you about 
the shooting? 

Mr. Ruby. I had no reason not to believe him. 

Mr. McDonald. Did you ever ask him if he was involved with 
anyone else? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. McDonald. What did you say to him? 

Mr. Ruby. At one time when he was in the hospital, because it 
was much easier to talk to him there, we weren't talking through 
the cell, and I asked him point blank if he had ever known or met 
Oswald before, and his words were absolutely not, “are you nuts." 
Those were his words to me. 

Mr. McDonald. Did you take that as an accurate response by 
Jack? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. McDonald. Did you ask him anything further, did you probe 
on it? 

Mr. Ruby. No; not that I can think of right now. We talked at 
length many times but so many conversations about the trial and 
the attorneys and many times he was worried about my family and 
myself as to our well being and, in fact, one time he was surprised 
I even answered the phone. He thought I had been killed, for some 
reason or another. 

Mr. McDonald. This was after he was in jail? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes; later on. 

Mr. McDonald. You knew your brother pretty well? 

Mr. Ruby. I would say yes. 

Mr. McDonald. Would you say he was an open type of person? 
In other words, let his feeling show? 

Mr. Ruby. Definitely. 

Mr. McDonald. Would Jack be the kind of person who could 
keep a secret? 

Mr. Ruby. Not really. Because even Toni Zoppi at one time told 
me that it would be impossible for Jack to keep a secret of any 
kind because he was always bragging about what he did or was 
doing, so I would think that he would not keep secrets. 

Mr. McDonald. Well 

Mr. Ruby. He would tell somebody what he was doing. 

Mr. McDonald. In your opinion, if Jack had been involved with 
anyone in shooting Oswald, do you think it would have been likely 
that it would have come out in conversation when you were alone 
with him or when he was with members of the family? 

Mr. Ruby. Well, he knew he was going to die when he learned he 
had cancer and if he had known anything it is possible he would 
have told me, because he said words to the effect that you have 
spent all this money and time getting me a new trial and now I 
have cancer. I can't think of the term he used, jumping from the 
frying pan into the fire, was the words he used. 

Mr. McDonald. Did he ever give you any hint that he was 
involved with someone else in the killing of Oswald? 
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Mr. Ruby. Absolutely not. 

Mr. McDonald. It is your testimony because he was the kind of 
person that couldn't or wouldn’t keep that kind of secret, or gener- 
ally would he keep secrets or was he open with you? 

Mr. Ruby. I would say he was more open, as you state. 

Mr. McDonald. OK. 

Do you think it is possible that Jack did things that you weren’t 
aware of that he didn’t tell you? 

Mr. Ruby. Oh, sure, I am sure he didn’t tell me everything he 
did. 

Mr. McDonald. You mean you think it is possible he didn’t tell 
you much about his trip to Cuba other than 

Mr. Ruby. Except that he went to visit his good friend Lew 
McWillie and Lew McWillie was a great guy and he went to visit 
him. 

Mr. McDonald. And that is about all he told you of the Cuban 
trip? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. McDonald. Mr. Ruby, we are going to show you a film clip 
of your brother, Jack, making a statement. It was taken sometime 
prior to his incarceration. It is a film clip assembled by BBC, 
British Broadcasting Co., and we are going to show it to you right 
now and I would like you to view it on that screen. It is over there. 
Can you see? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. McDonald. After the lights go back on I want you to com- 
ment on it. 

Excuse me 1 second before we run it. If we could have the lights, 
when the lights are out, the projector. 

Mr. Chairman, may we have JFK exhibit F-555 entered into the 
record? 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, it may be entered and 
shown at this time. 

[Thereupon, a short film clip was shown.] 

Mr. McDonald. If we could have the lights, please. 

Mr. Ruby, could you understand what was being said? It was not 
good sound, at least from up here it wasn’t that good. Could you 
hear what was being said? 

Mr. Ruby. I got the gist of it. 

McDonald. Jack is in a sense saying that there are things that 
he is not telling, he has got a secret and he is not telling anybody, 
no one will ever know. You heard what he said? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. McDonald. What is your comment on that? 

Mr. Ruby. I can’t answer. I can’t imagine what he had in mind 
when he said that. Perhaps he was confused, I don’t know. 

Mr. Adelson. Mr. McDonald, I represented the family of Jack 
Ruby from the inception of the shooting and actually I took over 
the matter after Jack died. In our investigation, our trial of the 
will contests in Dallas, many things came to light that were picked 
up by the Warren Commission because it was after the fact. Jack 
was still facing a trial at the time of the Warren investigation and 
after his trial and the problems that existed as a result of the trial 
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and his realization of the magnitude of what he had done, he 
developed what the psychiatrists called a paranoid state. 

He did not have phychomotor epilepsy, as Melvin Belli tried to 
put forward, but he did develop something after the trial and while 
he was languishing in jail. He believed that 

Mr. McDonald. Sir, I appreciate your comments but you are not 
under oath. 

Mr. Adelson. Well, I will take an oath, if you want me to. I 
think I can assist this commission, this committee, considerably. I 
think that I probably know as much about Jack Ruby as anybody 
in this country. 

Mr. McDonald. Well, that is up to the chairman, sir. 

Do you wish counsel to continue, Mr. Chairman? 

Chairman Stokes. Would counsel approach the bench? 

[A short conference between Mr. Cornwell, Mr. McDonald, Mr. 
Blakey, and the Chairman.] 

Chairman Stokes. Counsel for the witness may proceed with his 
statement. 

Mr. Adelson. Thank you, Mr. Stokes. 

After the trial, as I said, Jack Ruby developed this paranoid 
state. I merely want to point out one significant aspect. When Jack 
Ruby was taken before the Warren Commission the second time he 
made statements to the effect “take me to Washington, I want to 
leave Dallas, can you take me out of here, can I go to Washington 
and talk to the President." 

Now, this involves, as we saw on this film — this involves things 
that were going on in Ruby's mind at the time. This psychological 
or psychiatric problem he was having developed possibly from his 
reading a book called “Exodus." He was kept on the, I believe, the 
sixth floor of the jail in Dallas, whereas the fifth floor was the 
mental ward, and at night he would hear screams and even during 
the day. 

He developed this thinking that all the Jews in the United States 
were being taken into Dallas and systematically disposed of, where 
maybe he saw in Dallas the Warsaw ghetto from “Exodus," and he 
believed that the Jews were being disposed of, and he believed that 
because of his paranoid state. 

He thought he had lost the trial, he had lost the concept that he 
had done something not right, but he had done something wrong. 
We are not saying he had done something right when he shot Lee 
Harvey Oswald. Certainly he did something wrong. But he didn't 
believe that until after the trial and he believed President Johnson 
at the time was ordering this systematic elimination of Jews be- 
cause of him, and that he was the last one that was going to be 
eliminated, the last Jewish person to be eliminated, as Earl Ruby 
had testified here this afternoon, this morning. 

He said that he didn't expect him to be alive when he called, and 
Earl answered the phone. He didn't expect Earl to be there because 
he was being eliminated with the rest of the Jews in the country. 

The problem, as I said, he went before the Warren Commission, 
he wanted to go to Washington, to come here to Washington and 
speak to the President and tell him he was not involved in any 
conspiracy and to stop eliminating the Jews, in effect. That was 
basically what was on his mind. 
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Now, this was a type of thing that was picked up by the critics of 
the Warren Commission. They said, here he is trying to tell some- 
body something but he won’t do it in Dallas. The same with the 
film clip we played. He wanted to say something. Remember, he 
was always incarcerated after the shooting. He wanted to tell 
people, not people, he wanted to tell the President to stop this 
elimination of, systematic elimination of Jewish people. It was a 
paranoid state that he was in. 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you, Counsel. 

Mr. Adelson. Thank you. 

Chairman Stokes. You may proceed, Mr. McDonald. 

Mr. McDonald. Thank you. 

Mr. Ruby, I just have one more question and that is, getting back 
to the Cuban telegrams. Do you have any records at Cobo Cleaners 
pertaining to this telegram, any phone records still in your posses- 
sion? 

Mr. Ruby. No, I do not. 

Mr. McDonald. And is there anything you can say that will 
enlighten us. You can see the problem we face. We have an inci- 
dent that has just not been explained and we are trying to find out 
exactly what happened. 

Mr. Ruby. I can only 

Mr. McDonald. Do you have anything further to say about that? 

Mr. Ruby. Again, I wish to state under oath I never sent the 
telegram. I have no idea what took place. It wouldn’t be the first 
time that there was an error in billing on our telephone. As coun- 
sel brought up something that I didn’t even think of, he said if it 
had been a telegram to Havana, Cuba, that it would have been 
listed as a cablegram. 

Also, again I wish to state that I had no idea or any thought of 
sending a devious type of telegram to Cuba for some reason or 
another. I would be very foolish to send from my own telephone, I 
could have gone to a local Western Union and done something like 
that. So, again I wish to state under oath I never sent a telegram 
to Havana, Cuba. I don’t know how it happened. That is about it. 

Mr. McDonald. Thank you, Mr. Ruby. 

I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Stokes. The committee will take a 5-minute recess 
before we start questioning by the committee. 

[Short recess.] 

Chairman Stokes. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. McDonald? 

Mr. McDonald. At this time, I would like to move JFK exhibits 
F-554 and F-565 into the record. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, they may be entered into 
the record. 

[The above referred to exhibits, JFK exhibits F-554 and F-565 
follow:] 
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FACSIMILE 


8/17/78 


Select Committee on Assassinations 
U.S. House of Representatives 
3331 House Office Building, Annex 2 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Attention: Jim McDonald 

Dear Mr. McDonald: 

Enclosed are expenses incurred during my trip to Chicago 
to have my deposition taken. 

Total miles driven to Chicago and return 

to Detroit: 600 miles 

Motel: one night $25.00 

Telephone calls - attached 12.11 

Food ? 

Regarding telegram alledged sent to Cuba in 1962. 

I checked with post-office here and learned that there are 
six Cubas in the U.S. and now I'm sure that the telegram 
in question was sent to a Cuba here in the U.S. and not to 
Havana Cuba or any other place in Cuba. 

I therefore must go on record as stating that at no 
time did I ever send a telegram to Havana Cuba or any place 
in Cuba. 

There is a Cuba in each of the following states: Alabama 
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Page II 


Illinois, Kansas, New Mexico, New York and Ohio. 

I ordered the record, "The Controversy" which is about 
the Kennedy assassination and soon as I receive it, I'll 
send same to you. 


Sincerely, 


Earl Ruby 

18135 Livernois Ave. 
Detroit, Mi. 48221 
Tel: 313-863-0400 
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JFK Exhibit F-565 

ce-o^m 


SENSITIVE CASE REPORT , : •, . 


□ Dist/let Director Detroit District 

[7J ARC- Cincinnati Regional OHle» 

[^) Director, Intelligence Division 

National Olfle# , UaiMnfton, D. C. 

INSTRUCTIONS: Submit through channels to ARC 

concerned In on original and seven copies. 

i . ‘MAMS or CASS OR IDENTIFICATION OF SITUATION 

, 3 „, Y SSISTAHT RcGSOMAL COMMW 

trill F * «v/i»T IffTrilfCE^JCE 

29? /S Woodland ’ 7 • .‘ r . * -X»* r—.-r - . 

Southfield, Hichigan • — s. k Li v' >• • 

J|'*3 Y •• ' 
y 

a. CLAM OF TA* 

tv TAXASLtFIWOD 

• 

d. bOcKCT NOl. IF ANY 


I. PRINCIPAL IStUCS INVOLVED |J j 


IuTornAtlrm 

~ 'JPAl Z^- ^ 


1. -REASON* row SENSITIVITY 

The taxpayer Li a brother of Jack Ruby, Dollso, Ta:«ts, who allegedly 
certificated tee Par-vcy Oswald, the alleged csna-saln of President 
< John T. Kcnnody. 


ACTION TAKEN OR PROPOSED 

I have completed on rnalyaia of loty; distant tvlapbone call* cri^inatiafc 
fron the Earl Buby rarideaco in Southfield, Michigan acd fron: the Lari 
F.uby end George M orcus partnership, Cobo Clooncrii, Detroit, Michigan, The 
period covered was fro.* October 2**, 1S61 to December 2, 1363. A copy o Z 
the analysis ia cncloced with this report far reference purposes. 

The ar.alyslo was compiled fro:* infomation furnished by the Kichigen Bell 
To lc phone Company and froa available records ox tho Internal Revenue £ar- 
- vice, Detroit, tfichignr. 


Each telephone mn*0>er celled woe scheduled as to origin, duration mm! tln*>. 



TREASURY DEPARTMENT - INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE RC CMI ( l^o) 
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Subscribers were identified ^nti in nor* instances the occupation and/or tyre 
o r business was determined, 

Tnx rotuma of seventy-five or the one hundred end twenty Michigan persona 
called wore checked, - Corporate' returns were not included. They foiled to / . 
1 disclose eny personal transact ions with Earl Ruby, However > sonc of the 
returns disclosed deductions for interest payments to J, L. Hudson Company 
on charge accounts* Sore showed esiployuent by Hudson’s; by F.orl Ruby and 
George Marcus , d/b/e Cobo Cleaners; cr by firns handling cleaners supplies 
or equipment. The balance primarily disclosed various professional or ' 
skilled occupations. 

Internal Revenue Agent R. Anstett determined that Cobo Clacnars has an ex- 
elusive contract with. J. Jf. Hudson .Company ^.Detroit, Michigan, to furniah * 
cue ten cleaning corvices fcr:thair custoaerS.' ■ Hudson* ii,' being one of the 
largest department etoros in the midwest, furnishes this service to nearly 
all of the areas called by Cobo Cleaners, 

In view of the Cobo - Hudson business relationship, coupled with the Infer- 
nation reported on the available tax returns, it appears that the Michigan 
cells originating Frcs Cobo Cleanern were in connection with that business, 

-•‘‘In ny last report, dated’ December 11 ,* 1963, 5 1 indicated that X would attempt 
to deteroine the following individuals background and/or relationship with 
Earl Ruby* 

1, Harry C, Futteroan 
7207 E. Prairie 
Lincolnwood , Skokie, Illinois 


. . r -• 2. Cscar A t Ruby . - ... 

f T‘ 58,Lakashora Drive;- 

* ' “South Haven, Michigan 

5539 M, Bernard 
. .^Chicago. 45, .Illinois . 



With the exception of checking the tax filing record of Oscar A. Ruby in 
the Detroit district where no record was disclosed; I m*de no request for 
any collateral investigations in this patter. It is ny understanding that 
I om not to Initiate any third party inquiries relative to this case. 


The Hovenbor 1903 billing from Cobo Cleaners (UU, 3-0400), discloses that 
four telephone calls vero itade to Dallas, Texas. The calls originated in 
Chicago and were charged to the Cobo Cleaners nurabei-. 



- 2 - 



524 


fata 

Kunher 

Called 

Type of 
Call 

Duration 

Subscriber 

11-24-63 

11-29-63 

1 1A. 6-6250 
LA. 6-6253 

Credit Card ' 
Credit Card 

10 Minutes ' 
3 Hinutcs 

Eva L. Grant 
3929 Haul ins, Apt.l 
(Ruby’s sister) 

11-29-63 

RI. 6-3324 

Credit Card 

3 Minutes 

Colley Sullivan 
1934 Main 
(Attorney) 

11-30-63 

LA .8-4775 

Credit Card 

’ * ‘ • s 1 ' .. 

17 Minutes 

Oacar A. Robinson 
4411 Buena Vista 
Apt. 102 u 

Occ.ir A. 

Robinson Is 

unidentified. However, 

, he artd Oscar A, 

Ruby froa South 


H*vcn, Michigan and Chicago, Illinois, may be the cacj person. It is sug- 
gested that a check on this person be considered , since there appears to be 
no business connection with the taxpayer’s novelty or clean ia& businesses. 


According to Revenue Agent R. Anstett, the following persona or companies- 

also do not oppear to have any business connection with Earl Ruby’s business**, *' 

but hove received calls and rray be of come significance; 

1. Jacea Welch Company (Candy Manu facturor) 

Cambridge, Massachusetts 
(proYioualy reported) 

2. Dorclnico Scorta 
1205 V* Grand 

' i. Chicago; Illinois..’ ■** * • ^ * C* 2. v ’ 

3. Ansan Tool 6 Mfg. Co, (Auto Accessories) 

’ 4750 H. Ronald 

Chicago, Illinois .. . . .. 

Owners! Arv*ni nrd Mario Unbcr to 

4. Arvin FUtteman 
1037 W. Fargo 
Chicago, Illinois 

S- Kirk Dubul . 

. 2331 Sheridan Road 
Fraternity House 
Worth western University 
Chicago, Illinois 
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6. Elliot Schwirtz 
20026 - 33th Avenue 

new York* II. Y, (Queens) 

7. Triangla lift;- Company 
714 Division Ctreot 
Oshkosh, Wisconsin 
(Previously reporter!) 


ff. Trane is Lynch 

109 South Land Drive 
Rochester, Mew York 

■ . ’9. Kerry C. Futtcraan . .1 r -.» ' 

720 E. Prairie 

Lincolnvood, Skokie, Illinoir. 
(previously reported) 


Xu view of the nature of thin case, trie r.clnctian of the above parties for 
suggested background investigations and importanca, is discretionary. 

Internal Revenue Agent R, Anstett hao completed checking the books and records 
c£ the taxpayer’s novelty and dry cleaning businesses. Kith the exception 
of the telegran to Havana, Cuba cm April 1, 1962, his examination has dis- 
closed no other leads. 

Up to January 6, 1964, r.o nttrept was made by AjFent Anstett to question Earl 
Ruby about tho Havana talcgran or the various long distance calls in 1962 
ar.d 1963. First, because his audit concerns only the years 1961 and 1962; 
and secondly, any questions on this line xay have disrupted the cooperative 
attitude jirdr caused an unnecessary delay. ; , . 

However, on January 6, 1964, an opportunity arose for Agent Anstott to question 
Earl Ruby about certain partnership deductions, which had the appearance of 
possible personal expanses. Includod among the questionable items were various 
lrm<* distance toll charges in 1962. Concerning these, the taxpayer made 
the following concents s V 

Area Called Taxpayer’s Comments 

Evanston, Illinois ‘"That’s where my partner used to live. 

He coved about six months ago to Glen- 
view. " 

Rochester, New York "That’s where our superintend out usod 

to live and work.'* 


- 4 - 


41-373 0 - 79 - 34 
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Aren C«il3 ed 


Taxpayer- *p Cogrents 


Havana, Cuba "That|3 a telegram isn't it? -• 

• ;* m - '•*' T-/,*' X don’t remember." !’_*;/». » 

Vcn Huy s, California "I don’t rererber." 

Ansoniader, Connecticut "We were thinking of buy in? so^e key 

chains, — Cook HFg„ I think, but v ? c 
ended up buying calendars 


Gkokia, Illinois "That's .where my family lived until 

...... .... •.. finally Dovln^ to Detroit. 1 * .. . - * 

Chicago Aroa "Suppliers” 

Ohio Area "Suppliers - We try and buy all our 

supplies direct freo the manufacturers 
rather then through e distributor," 

Broken Arrow, Oklahoma "I don’t remember." 

HarioD, Indiana "*My partner’s other plant." 

Denton Harbor, Michigan "My partner’s other plant." 


Grand Rapida, Michigan "Another plant - and a dry c leaning 

convention." 

Hew York, Kew York "Suppliers". 

'■ Detroit Suburbs " "Our cleaning customers." *_ *• * ■ 

The interview regarding the toll charges was in the form of an Informal 
discussion while paging through the telephone bills. Comments were offered 
easily and freely until the Item of the Havana telegrara. After a brief 
•prtuso In the conversation Agent Anstott specifically requested e coomcnt 
on thin After another pause tho above-mentioned cocmer.t was made. 


Aside for some nominal technical adjustments, the audit examination has 
disclosed no apparent understates onts of Income or other Indications of 
fraud. *. • : .1* 

I proposo no further investigation in this cose. Insomuch as there is no 
criminal potential and all avenues for loads at the taxpayer’s office 
hove bean checked* Unloss Informed otherwise, I propose to close this 




S - 
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case to the file? of tha Intelligence Slvjsion, with the r^ccntt outlet Ion. 
that Internal Revenue Agent K. Anstett close his case on o civil basic. 

. During this investigation X had no personal contact with the taxpayer or 
his representatives. All the interviews were conducted by Agent Anstctt 
In relation to his audit. 

This is the final sensitive case report in this case. 


- 6 
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Chairman Stokes. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from In- 
diana, Mr. Fithian, for such time as he may consume. 

Mr. Fithian. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Ruby, I am sure the 
committee's questions today and the counsel's questions today and, 
in fact, the deposition which was taken, reminds you, or has re- 
stored to your memory a very difficult time for you and your 
family. 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. Fithian. As I recall, the first thing you did when you re- 
ceived the word on the radio that your brother had shot the alleged 
assassin of the President was to immediately fly out to Chicago to 
try to give some sort of help or some kind of consolation, whatever, 
to your family in Chicago and sort of help them stave off the press 
and all the unwanted publicity; isn't that correct? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. Fithian. And then you got a call from your wife in Detroit 
and she was having the same problems with the glare of the press 
lights at your home, and she pleaded with you to come back there 
and sort of help her keep the door shut; is that correct? 

Mr. Ruby. That’s true. 

Mr. Fithian. As I interpret from your testimony at the Warren 
Commission and your testimony in our deposition, which we have 
on file, and even the comments you made this morning, is that you 
and your brother were reasonably close as brothers go? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. Fithian. And in your own way, you felt indebted to him for 
your having gotten a job initially. When his luck was down, you 
bailed him out and really never asked him any questions about 
where the money was going that you loaned him or took a note or 
took a mortgage on his car or his club or anything else. You just 
did that as a brotherly act to him; is that correct? 

Mr. Ruby. That's correct, except for the last payment, of course, 
the last sum I sent him which, as I stated before, I understood was 
supposed to be an investment in a club that never materialized. 

Mr. Fithian. You are one of the few people in America that can 
help this committee get a better picture, biographical picture, of 
one of the key figures in this whole scenario that this committee is 
looking into, and we would like to know as clearly as you can help 
us, we would like to know more about Jack Ruby, what made him 
tick, what motivated him, what kind of person he was. So, let's just 
start with the range of emotions that people have. 

Was Jack a sensitive person? 

Mr. Ruby. I would say exceptionally so. 

Mr. Fithian. Did he bruise easily, I guess, psychologically speak- 
ing? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes, and I say he was definitely sensitive. He took 
offense on any derogatory remark made about the Jews, also the 
Presidents of the United States, especially Roosevelt, and we know 
of one incident that took place in Dallas where a customer made 
an insulting remark about Kennedy's wife and Jack threw him out 
of the club bodily. This was, of course, before the assassination. I 
heard, not from Jack mainly, but from many of his friends through 
the years, of different fist-fights he had in the service and out of 
the service regarding the Jewish people. 
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And he was quick to fight on any insult made about the Jews. 
And he was also involved in the 1930's, he and his friends, in 
breaking up the Nazi bund meetings in Chicago. I didn't go out on 
those because, as I say, I was 4 years younger and he went round 
with fellows that were older than I was, but I know he went on 
several of these meeting-breaking-up missions, or whatever you 
want to call them. 

Mr. Fithian. Would you characterize Jack as kind of a loner? 

Mr. Ruby. I would say no, because he had so many friends. 

Mr. Fithian. Was he gregarious, did he like to have people 
around him all the time, sort of keep things bubbling, so to speak? 

Mr. Ruby. I would think so. 

Mr. Fithian. Did he ever really care a lot for anybody? Was he a 
man of compassion and love? 

Mr. Ruby. Well, I know he dated a young lady in Dallas that he 
liked very much. He spoke of her many times. In fact, I met her 
once when I went to visit him in Dallas. I know he liked her a 
great deal. 

Mr. Fithian. After the President's assassination and after Os- 
wald's assassination, did you have conversations with Jack then 
from that time on down to the trial? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. Fithian. Think back, painful as it may be, to those conversa- 
tions and tell me why you think your brother killed Lee Harvey 
Oswald? 

Mr. Ruby. Well, I know he was quick-tempered and, as I men- 
tioned before, I did ask him in the hospital when he knew he had 
cancer and, in fact, he told me he was going to die, after all the 
money I had spent getting a reversal from the death sentence, 
again, I did ask him pointblank, when he was lying there in the 
bed, and he said — I asked him first, “Did you know Oswald at all?" 

And again, as I said before, he said, “Absolutely not. What, are 
you nuts?" And I asked him, “Why did you shoot him?" on one 
occasion, and he said, “Well, when I saw him coming through there 
with that smirk on his face as though he was very happy that he 
had killed the President, I just couldn't control myself." 

Mr. Fithian. Did he ever tell you why he went to the police 
station in the first place? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes, as we know, he went to send a telegram to one of 
his entertainers, Little Lynn, and it was only a block or so from the 
police station. And when he looked that way and saw all the 
commotion over there, he walked over. 

Mr. Fithian. Did he tell you then why he had been over there 
before when he thought they were going to move Lee Harvey 
Oswald, I believe, at a different time, and he had gone down to the 
police station; isn't that correct? 

Mr. Ruby. I am not familiar with that. 

Mr. Fithian. That is not correct? 

Mr. Ruby. I know that he did see Oswald the previous Friday 
night at the showup. 

Mr. Fithian. Why would he have gone to the showup? 

Mr. Ruby. Well, I imagine it was the thing to do if you could get 
into there and he, having so many friends on the police force, that 
they let him in. That also leaves me to believe that he did not 
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really have any preconceived notions about killing Oswald because 
on Sunday, because when he saw him Friday, he had no idea that 
he was going to see him again on Sunday. 

So, it just don't add up that there was any plan in Jack's mind to 
actually kill Oswald, to my way of thinking. 

Mr. Fithian. So, it is your impression, then, that Jack went first 
to the showup because it was a magnetic sort of thing to do, and 
because he had certain connections with the police and he could 
get in and so on? 

And, second, that he went down on Sunday, again, just because 
of the attraction of the excitement 

Mr. Ruby. No; he went to send a telegram on Sunday. 

Mr. Fithian. Well, I know, but he did go from the Western 
Union office on down to the police station; there is a little distance 
there. 

Mr. Ruby. Yes. 

Mr. Fithian. He went — let me just finish this, if I may. He went 
on Sunday sort of the spur of the moment, because I think you said 
in your deposition he never got up on Sunday morning usually 
until late in the afternoon, and he only got up because he got a 
desperate telephone call from a little girl who was out of money, 
whatever. Then, he got down to the Western Union office and saw 
this commotion at the police department and walked on down 
there and somehow or another got inside the police station and 
that remains something of a mystery, but that the actual decision 
to shoot Oswald came only after he saw Oswald sort of smirking as 
though he was happy he killed the President, and so on, sort of an 
urge or a spontaneous action, he just pulled out his revolver and 
shot him, is that your best understanding? 

Mr. Ruby. Would you state that again? I got lost. 

Mr. Fithian. In other words, however, he got to the police sta- 
tion, it was more or less by accident, if I understand your deposi- 
tion, not preconceived, didn't decide in advance he was going to try 
to be down there when they moved Oswald; managed to get into 
the police station and then, if I understood you just a moment ago, 
it was the case of him, once he saw Oswald with the smirk on his 
face, he just kind of flipped out and out of anger or love for the 
President or some other very strong emotion, decided to shoot 
Oswald on the spot; is that your testimony? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes; I would think that's correct. Also, I might like to 
add something to that that wasn't brought to my attention, actual- 
ly, until just a few days ago by my counsel, Alan Adelson, that 
Jack used to practice shooting with the revolver. Yet, when he shot 
Oswald, he shot him in the stomach and, of course, I never thought 
to ask him because I didn't know at that time, it seemed that he 
was aiming for his stomach, if the photos prove, because he seems 
to be aiming in a downward motion, and if he meant to kill him, he 
would have aimed, hit in the chest or the heart or the head. 

It's never been explained and I just didn't understand that. If 
somebody had brought that to my attention, I would have asked 
him. It is possible, then, in my thinking that maybe he didn't plan 
to kill Oswald. He just meant, or wanted to wound him or make 
him suffer. Maybe that's why he aimed for his stomach. 
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Mr. Fithian. I believe counsel wanted to say something a 
moment ago. 

Mr. Adelson. Thank you, Mr. Fithian. The morning of the kill- 
ing of Oswald, Jack received a phone call from Fort Worth. His 
telephone bill, it was a collect call, and his telephone bill reflected 
that telephone call from this Little Lynn. She was behind in her 
rent. If you recall, Jack had closed his club on Friday night and 
that was payday and these girls who were working for him didn't 
have the money to pay the rent. She called him Saturday night, 
then again Sunday morning — he wasn't there Saturday night — for 
him to wire her some money. Chief Curry of the Dallas Police 
Department had told the newspapers the night before, the media 
people, that if they would return around 10 o'clock, they would be 
able to see the removal of Oswald. 

Jack drove downtown and was checked in, stamped in at the 
Western Union at 11:14, I believe, was the exact time, 13 or 14. 
And he sent that moneygram to Fort Worth. 

Taking into consideration the fact Chief Curry had said, be back 
at 10 o'clock and we will move Oswald at that time, if Jack had to 
be there for any purposes, he would have been there by 10 o'clock. 
However, and what I was trying to point out, the Western Union 
office is attached to the same building that the police station is in, 
and there is just a sort of alleyway between them, and as he 
walked out of the telegraph office, he looked down the block and 
there was a commotion. 

Now, the police station where he would see it, all there was was 
a ramp and that was a down ramp that he would see. There was a 
police officer out there by the name of Napoleon Daniels, who was 
supposed to be directing traffic in and out of that ramp. At the 
moment Jack walked — and mind you, I made that walk many, 
many times to time it; it took approximately 4 minutes to walk 
from the telegraph office down the ramp — at that exact time, Pa- 
trolman Daniels walked out into the street because Lieutenant 
Pierce was removing a car that was in the way of the car that was 
going to move Oswald, and Jack just at the very moment walked 
down the ramp and he waved to Lieutenant Pierce, who he knew, 
and continued down the ramp. 

But it was just a matter of what have you. He just happened to 
be there at the moment Daniels was out in the street and was 
unable to stop him and he just walked out on the ramp. 

Mr. Fithian. Thank you. Mr. Ruby, in the conversations you had 
with your brother, did he ever indicate that any other person or 
persons had reason to hope that Oswald was dead? 

Mr. Ruby. I don't understand your question. 

Mr. Fithian. Did he ever recount to you any conversation that 
he had with anybody else who suggested that the country would be 
better off, or for any other reason, made a suggestion that things 
would be better if Lee Harvey Oswald were dead? 

Mr. Ruby. He never mentioned that to me. 

Mr. Fithian. Do you have any reason to believe that your broth- 
er contacted anyone pertaining to Lee Harvey Oswald after the 
shooting of President Kennedy? 

Mr. Ruby. I don't understand that question, either. 
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Mr. Fithian. You conversations with your brother and your own 
understanding of this story, is there anything in either of those 
that would lead you to believe that your brother contacted anyone 
about Lee Harvey Oswald after Oswald shot the President and 
before the Dallas Police Station incident? 

Mr. Ruby. There is no conversation that I ever remember about 
that at all. 

Mr. Fithian. Mr. Chairman, I would like to reserve some time a 
little later after other panel members have had their opportunity, 
but prior to doing this, I would like to ask the counsel, though he 
isn’t sworn, I am just curious, if I may, I would like to engage the 
counsel in a little dialog and then I have one comment to make 
that will not require any questions. But did you ever meet Jack 
Ruby? 

Mr. Adelson. No. 

Mr. Fithian. And so, how did you come to know about Jack 
Ruby’s so-called paranoid behavior? 

Mr. Adelson. I represented Earl prior to the time of the shooting 
and I was in touch with Earl throughout the trial and throughout 
the whole period. As a matter of fact, I was involved in negotiating 
or preparing documents for the original byline story that was 
allegedly written by Jack Ruby that appeared in the newspapers 
and we had dialog throughout the entire matter. 

However, when Jack died, I then became counsel for the family 
and represented the family in the dealings in Dallas and Detroit. I 
made it my business to talk to each person that I could that had 
anything to do with Jack Ruby in Dallas and learned as much as I 
could about the entire matter. I have met with, on national televi- 
sion and debated with, Mr. Mark Lane on the subject, if we can 
talk about that. I have made it my business to read every bit of 
materials that exists in this matter. 

Mr. Fithian. Well, to your knowledge, was any information on 
Jack Ruby’s psychiatric condition that you now describe provided 
to the court? 

Mr. Adelson. Yes; Jack Ruby had prepared several wills and we 
had a will contest hearing in Dallas before Judge Robertson. At 
that time, we had psychiatric testimony and Dr. Jolian West, from 
the University of Oklahoma at that time was the psychiatrist, the 
last psychiatrist to deal with Jack Ruby and I had extensive con- 
versations with him in both Detroit and Dallas. 

Mr. Fithian. Was that after the trial? 

Mr. Adelson. This was before the trial of the will contest but, of 
course, after the trial of Jack Ruby. 

Mr. Fithian. I am asking merely to sort of back your story up to 
the time Jack Ruby was on trial? 

Mr. Adelson. Dr. West was not involved. There were several 
other psychiatrists that were involved in the trial. They were deal- 
ing with psychomotor epilepsy. 

Mr. Fithian. Refresh my memory. What legal steps were taken 
to avail the psychiatric defense? 

Mr. Adelson. There was a psychiatric hearing before Judge 
Brown in Dallas. He was the trial judge of the murder case, and it 
was determined that Jack Ruby was not insane at that psychiatric 
trial hearing. However, Mr. Belli, who conducted the trial on 
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behalf of the defense, set forth the theory of psychomotor epilepsy 
and there was six or seven psychiatrists or psychologists who testi- 
fied at the trial, the full trial of Jack Ruby. 

Mr. Fithian. Well, I am neither a lawyer nor a psychiatrist. You 
are a lawyer. Have you had psychiatrist training as well? 

Mr. Adelson. No; I haven’t had psychiatric training as such but 
I have done extensive studies in that area, as far as a lawyer might 
do. 

Mr. Fithian. Just as a layman, I don’t mean to be critical, it sort 
of strikes me as though we are putting together a psychological 
defense of Jack Ruby after the trial is over and perhaps he is dead. 
That is just my observation. 

One more observation, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Ruby, can you tell us 
anything that would bear out what the counsel is saying about 
your brother’s psychological situation? 

Mr. Ruby. Well, I know we hired several psychiatrists who exam- 
ined Jack and they all testified at the trial, or most of them did, 
and that is all I can tell you, because I am not familiar with 
psychiatrists as such myself. 

Mr. Fithian. Mr. Chairman, there is one thing that troubles me 
but I see no reason to further question the witness on it. But I just 
must make a quick summary of the telegram issue. I have read the 
testimony in the Warren Commission, I have read Mr. Ruby’s 
statements in the deposition to our attorney, Mr. McDonald, taken 
in Chicago, and I listened with care this morning prepared to 
intensively question Mr. Ruby on this. I see no reason to do this, 
but Mr. Ruby, I am sure you will understand my quandary when I 
find so many different responses to the telegram issue at different 
times. 

I find that in the Warren Commission days you simply said when 
asked if someone else could have charged it, you doubted it, and 
then you said this morning that you thought the Warren Commis- 
sion was looking into it so you didn’t look into it, and you never 
questioned this at the time of the income tax as to whether it was 
legitimate or not. It was a curious situation. 

Then, finally, more curious is your letter to the committee, in 
which you attest that it might have been a Cuba, New York, or 
Cuba somewhere else, when quite clearly the question was Havana, 
Cuba. As a matter of fact, if it had been a Cuba somewhere else in 
the United States it wouldn’t have raised any question in the first 
place because, as I looked over your telephone calls, you got calls 
from all over the United States where you do business, and there is 
nothing unusual about that. 

The letter to the committee, Mr. Chairman, seems to me con- 
trived. In answer to the counsel this morning, where the question 
was did you ever do any business in any of those Cuba, United 
States, the answer was no. I am having a great deal of difficulty 
squaring the variety of responses to the telegram issue, but I doubt 
that we will clarify it here this morning, so I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Chairman Stokes. The gentleman yields back the balance of his 
time. 

The gentleman from North Carolina, Mr. Preyer. 
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Mr. Preyer. I have just a few questions of Mr. Adelson to make 
sure I understand your testimony? 

I understand you never met Jack Ruby personally? 

Mr. Adelson. That is correct. 

Mr. Preyer. And you never talked with him about his paranoia? 

Mr. Adelson. No. 

Mr. Preyer. But that you learned of this from talking with 
members of the family who had talked to him? 

Mr. Adelson. Yes. 

Mr. Preyer. And from psychiatrists who had talked with him? 

Mr. Adelson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Preyer. You mentioned a Dr. West, is that right? 

Mr. Adelson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Preyer. Is there any other psychiatrist or medical doctor 
that you talked to about his paranoia? 

Mr. Adelson. Yes; at the will contest there were several doctors, 
I don’t recall their names at this point, but I do recall Dr. West 
who did testify then, too. 

Mr. Preyer. From your conversations with them, when was it 
that the paranoia developed? 

Mr. Adelson. It was a slow process, as I understand, but it 
developed after his trial. Now, after the trial, and Jack Ruby was 
found guilty, this was a tremendous blow to him. He actually 
throught throughout the trial he had done a very courageous thing 
and all of a sudden it dawned on him that he was now sentenced to 
death as a result of the trial. 

Another factor, probably, according to psychiatrists, had a strong 
effect was his own attorneys, who represented him at the trial, 
were afterward taking pictures of him in jail, and we understand 
that this was for purposes of selling to Life magazine. 

Additionally, it was found out after the trial that the trial judge, 
Judge Brown, was also writing a book about Jack Ruby, and all of 
these things taken together gave him, as I understand it, a feeling 
that what is the use, nobody cares about him anymore, and he was 
very upset. 

Mr. Preyer. When did he read the book “Exodus”? Was that 
after the trial or was this earlier in his career? 

Mr. Adelson. He was reading that book at the time of the 
assassination. He read it, he continued reading it while he was in 
jail. 

Mr. Preyer. Just one final question. His paranoia took the form 
of a belief that the Jews were being disposed of in Dallas because 
of his action, and you have made the statement that the reason he 
said, “Take me to Washington, to the Warren Commission,” was 
that he was to get that idea across to the President. Did he ever 
tell anyone specifically that that was the nature of his paranoia? 
did he ever say to anyone, “I think the Jews are being gathered 
together in Dallas to be disposed of.” Is that a conclusion from the 
psychiatrists? 

Mr. Adelson. No; quite certainly he told that to members of his 
family, he was surprised that they were still alive when he saw 
them come to visit him, and he thought that they were annihilated 
the day before, in his mind he believed he saw Earl annihilated. 
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Mr. Preyer. And did he tell that to anyone of the psychiatrists 
that you have talked to? 

Mr. Adelson. Only Dr. West. 

Mr. Preyer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Stokes. Time of the gentleman has expired. 

The gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Devine. 

Mr. Devine. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to direct a question to counsel. You have mentioned 
several times that you represented the family in the will contest. I 
presume the will contest had something to do relative to Jack 
Ruby's competence to draw a will, is that correct? 

Mr. Adelson. Yes, sir. Apparently there were two or three wills. 
I prepared one of them, and I say two or three because the one I 
prepared was never signed. There was a will that was written in 
the early 1950's, a holographic will that he personally wrote out 
and named one Julius Mayer as his executor. Then there was a 
second will that he wrote while he was in prison where he gave his 
watch, his ring, his suit of clothes, to a jail guard by the name of 
Hooten. . 

The competency to write the second will was the issue of the will 
contest. Could he write that second will giving whatever he had to 
this Mr. Hooten, and we had an extensive trial in Dallas over that 
issue, and that is why the psychiatric testimony was necessary at 
that time to show that he was not at that time competent to make 


a last will and testament. 

Mr. Devine. I think it is very pertinent to these hearings with 
the question of whether or not he was paranoid and so fcrth. What 
was the result of the will contest? 

Mr. Adelson. He was determined to be paranoid and not able to 
write that second will. 

Mr. Devine. Incompetent at the time it was written? 

Mr. Adelson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Devine. And you did not prepare that will? 

Mr. Adelson. No; that was again a holographic will written by 
hand. 

Mr. Devine. Who assisted in the preparation of that will in the 
jail? 

Mr. Adelson. We believe it was the jailer Hooten. 

Mr. Devine. No attorney involved in that that you know of? 

Mr. Adelson. No attorney involved. 

Mr. Devine. He was found incompetent to have executed that 
will at that time? 

Mr. Adelson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Devine. By the court in Dallas? 

Mr. Adelson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Devine. The probate court? 

Mr. Adelson. The probate court, Judge Robertson. 

Mr. Devine. Was there a written decision? 

Mr. Adelson. No; there was no written decision. The probate 
court in Dallas was not a court of record so it was just an oral 
decision that the original will was admitted to probate and the 
second will was removed. An appeal was filed and the appeal then 
was withdrawn on the Hooten will. 

Mr. Devine. The appeal was not ruled upon by the judge? 
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Mr. Adelson. No, it was withdrawn, it never went any further 
than just the filing of the claim of appeal. 

Mr. Devine. Do you know, counselor, whether or not the judge 
that made the oral decision is still alive? 

Mr. Adelson. I don’t know. He was a young man, I might say 
that, if that means anything. I don’t know if he is still alive. 

Mr. Devine. No further questions. 

Chairman Stokes. Time of the gentleman has expired. 

The gentleman from Tennessee, Mr. Ford. 

Mr. Ford. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the time to the Chair. 

Chairman Stokes. The gentleman yields back his time. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Edgar. 

Mr. Edgar. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to address my question to Mr. Ruby. I apologize for 
not being here during some of your testimony, but coming in at the 
tail end when Mr. Fithian was asking you some questions, I am a 
little bit confused and disturbed by some of your responses. I have 
the feeling, and it is just a personal feeling on my part, that some 
of what we’re hearing is somewhat of a posthumous way of justify- 
ing an act of your brother. I would like to try to clarify it a little 
bit. 

You indicated, I believe, that you thought that your brother was 
aiming for the stomach and, therefore, he was not intending to kill 
Lee Harvey Oswald, is that correct? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes; in my thinking it is possible. I am not saying that 
that is what he did but actually my counsel here brought it to my 
attention just a few days ago. Had I known about it, as I said 
before, while Jack was alive or even thought about it myself, I 
would definitely have asked Jack, but of course 

Mr. Edgar. Isn’t it true that the police had to physically restrain 
your brother from attempting a second and a third shot? 

Mr. Ruby. I don’t think so because I also learned from my sister 
Eva, who was familiar with the gun that Jack used, that it was a 
defective gun, and it would only shoot once before it had to be set 
again, or whatever you call it. 

Mr. Edgar. Well, we have the physical evidence of the gun and 
we have the opportunity of ballistic analysis and the ability to 
check that particular weapon as to its ability to fire and how 
rapidly it can fire, but as I understand it, there was some physical 
restraint of your brother after the first shot and that there was 
some eyewitness report of that first shot that your brother was 
intent on completing the act through a second and third shot. 

We will probably receive some evidence later and we have some 
depositions that we have taken, but you are still convinced in your 
mind that the possibility exists that he was not aiming to kill with 
the deadly weapon he had in his hand? 

Mr. Ruby. I am saying it is possible. I had no chance to question 
Jack on that possibility. 

Mr. Edgar. You had also indicated that as a young person Jack 
would frequently go to disrupt Nazi meetings in the Chicago area. 

Mr. Ruby. That is true. 

Mr. Edgar. Did Jack ever give you the indication that he saw 
Lee Harvey Oswald as a representative of that political ideology? 

Mr. Ruby. No. 
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Mr. Edgar. Did he ever indicate to you what he envisioned that 
Lee Harvey Oswald was doing in shooting the President? 

Mr. Ruby. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Edgar. If your brother was as sick as your counsel has 
begun to indicate he was after the trial, why do you think that 
some of the beginning signs, the symptoms of this sickness were 
not prevalent during the actual trial of your brother? 

Mr. Ruby. Well, in my humble opinion I think that they did 
begin to appear, because he was making the statements not too 
long after the shooting incident of the Jews being persecuted and 
eliminated. 

Mr. Edgar. When you visited your brother in prison, and later in 
the hospital, did you ever tape record those sessions? 

Mr. Ruby. We tape recorded only one session. 

Mr. Edgar. Which session was that? 

Mr. Ruby. That is, I think that is on this tape, if I am not 
mistaken, but I am not sure because it was put into the form of a 
record and the record is called the controversy and we asked him 
many questions, if I recall correctly, about whether he knew 
Oswald and things of that sort. I didn't ask the questions. 

We had present at that meeting Phil Burleson, one attorney 
from Dallas, and I think the other attorney was Elmer Gertz from 
Chicago. 

Mr. Edgar. Is this tape in the possession of our committee? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes; I brought it here for that reason. Mr. McDonald 
asked me to get him a copy. 

Mr. Edgar. Thank you. 

Has our staff had an opportunity to listen to the tape as of yet? 

Mr. McDonald. It is being introduced this morning. 

Mr. Edgar. That was the only time in which you used the tape 
recording to tape record your brother’s comments? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes, that I was involved with. I don’t know about any 
other tape at all. This is the only one that I am aware of at any 
time. 

Mr. Edgar. And that is the only one that is in your possession at 
this time? 

Mr. Ruby. Yes, I have the record at home and this is a taping of 
the complete record. 

Mr. Edgar. I see. 

Let me ask you a couple of additional questions, if my time is 
still with me. 

Chairman Stokes. Time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. Edgar. May I have two additional moments? 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, the gentleman is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. Edgar. Just let me ask you a couple of quick questions. 

Did your brother Jack Ruby call you at all between Friday, 
November 22 and Sunday, the day of the assassination of Lee 
Harvey Oswald? 

Mr. Ruby. No, he did not talk to me. However, he did talk to my 
sister Eileen. He tried to call me but I wasn’t at home. 

Mr. Edgar. Getting back to my comment about the second and 
third shot, I am reminded by our counsel that there was testimony 
at the trial of Jack Ruby that the second and third shot comes 
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from trial testimony of policemen, who say Jack was contracting on 
the trigger while being constrained. I will just share that for the 
record and just ask one final question. 

As you think back on the life of your brother and on the events 
leading up to his action of shooting Lee Harvey Oswald, is there 
anything that you can share with this committee that might be a 
help in our investigation and further investigation in getting at the 
motive of why your brother, Jack Ruby, would assassinate Lee 
Harvey Oswald? 

Mr. Ruby. I can’t add any more to what I already stated, what he 
told me. He saw Oswald walk out of the hallway, the area there, 
with a smirk on his face as though he were proud of having killed 
our President, and that’s what he told me. That’s when he lost 
control of himself and shot him. Those are his words to me. 

Mr. Edgar. I yield back my time, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. Adelson. Mr. Stokes, can I ask you a question? 

Chairman Stokes. Yes, Counsel. 

Mr. Adelson. Mr. Edgar indicated you have the pistol that Jack 
Ruby used; is that correct? 

Chairman Stokes. It is in the possession, has been in the posses- 
sion of the committee; that is correct. 

Mr. Adei^on. Thank you. 

Chairman Stokes. Mr. Ruby, as a witness before our committee, 
when you have concluded your testimony, which you have just 
done— I am reminded by the gentleman from Connecticut, he has 
yielded back the balance of his time. Now that you have concluded 
your testimony, you are entitled at the end of your testimony, 
under the rules of this committee, to make a statement in any way 
clarifying or explaining your testimony, and I extend to you at this 
time, or to your counsel, 5 minutes for that purpose, if you so 
desire. 

Mr. Ruby. Yes, I would like to say something. Our family wishes 
to thank all of you. If possible, we would like — if the gun belongs to 
our family, we would like to donate the gun to the National Ar- 
chives. 

Some question has been brought up on several occasions why was 
it, or why did it seem so easy for Jack to enter the jail, why was he 
so friendly with so many policemen? 

Well, I would like to relate an incident, and I think it is in the 
Warren Commission. At one time, two officers of the Dallas police 
force were being attacked by several hoodlums. Jack went to the 
aid of the policemen and helped them subdue these hoodlums. And 
in that fight, one of the hoodlums actually bit off part of one of 
Jack’s fingers, and a statement from one of the officers involved 
later on said that Jack actually fought like a tiger to help them. 

Those were his words. And I would think from an incident of this 
that this is why or how Jack developed such a friendly relationship 
with the Dallas police force. That’s about all I have to say, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you. 

I might say with reference to your statement involving the gun, 
the gun was, we found, in the possession of an attorney in Dallas 
and through the process of subpoena and other legal process, we 
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were able to obtain that gun, and it was actually brought to the 
committee by Congressman Mattox, of Dallas, who the attorney 
was willing to relinquish it to for the purpose of bringing it to us. 

After the committee had performed the work they wanted to do 
with reference to the gun, we have now caused the gun to be 
returned to Congressman Mattox, to be returned to the attorney 
who has legal possession of it in Dallas. 

So, I suppose your lawyer would have to look into the process of 
procedure by which it could be obtained from the attorney in 
Dallas and donated as the family so desires. 

Thank you, sir. We have nothing further. You are excused. 

Mr. Ruby. Thank you. 

[Witness excused.] 

Chairman Stokes. The Chair recognizes Professor Blakey. 

NARRATION BY G. ROBERT BLAKEY, CHIEF COUNSEL AND 
STAFF DIRECTOR 

Mr. Blakey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

As well as Earl Ruby might have known his brother in their 
early years, they, in fact, spent much of their adult life apart. Earl 
Ruby is particularly limited when it comes to commenting on 
Jack’s life in Dallas, since Earl was not there. 

The question of whether Jack Ruby acted alone in the shooting 
of Oswald, moreover, has not been answered by his own assurances 
that he did. That is what he told the Warren Commission, which 
subjected him to a polygraph test for verification. But when this 
committee asked its panel of experts on polygraphs to examine the 
results of Ruby’s test, the panel declined to come to a conclusion, 
explaining the polygraph procedures of 1964 were of such poor 
quality as to preclude a judgement. 

In addition, many critics of the Warren Commission insist that it 
did not go far enough in examining Ruby’s associations, to see if 
any of them give support to the suspicion that he was part of a 
conspiracy. Noting that the Warren Commission had discovered 
that Ruby had been in contact with an array of less-than-respect- 
able characters — gamblers, ex-cons and henchmen of some under- 
world bigwigs, the committee decided to investigate these connec- 
tions further, to find out if they might support a conspiracy find- 
ing. There were three steps in the committee approach: 

First, the files on the individuals under investigation were re- 
viewed, the files from Federal, State, and local law enforcement 
agencies. 

Second, selected individuals were interviewed, deposed, or ques- 
tioned at executive session hearings. 

Third, Jack Ruby’s 1963 long-distance phone calls to his asso- 
ciates were analyzed. The Warren Commission had access to long- 
distance telephone records, but it did not make the fullest use of 
them. 

The committee took the records the Warren Commission had, 
gathered additional ones, where they were available, and then 
analyzed all of them, using a House information systems computer. 
The objective was to categorize Ruby’s phone contacts with an eye 
to discerning patterns. 
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During the Warren Commission investigation, on February 24, 
1964, staff attorneys Burt Griffin and Leon Hubert recommended 
that immediate steps be taken to obtain and preserve the phone 
records of Jack Ruby and numerous associates in a lengthy memo- 
randum, which, Mr. Chairman, I ask be incorporated into the 
record at this point. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, it will be entered into the 
record. 

Mr. Blakey. As JFK F-448. 

[The above referred to exhibit, JFK exhibit F-448, follows:] 

JFK Exhibit F-448 


JFK 
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UBiciAiam . : . ......... . , 

*'/**'• '*/•. •* - 1*' '■ •* -* •*. v ‘■ f . . *. > 

TO; C ‘ :K - Mr. Kcr?mrd.P» DHlerei >♦ ‘ : : 


February 24, 1964 . 


FflCU: Mr, leon D. Hubert 

. Mr,- Burt H. Griffin 

SUBJECT: further Telenla^.IteCQre 


. / .T" furtherance^ of your. c<mveraation with Mr, Griffin on Pcteqaxy 

'’2&th end our 1 " Joint reTCTandua.of February 19j the following steps are " " “* 

- .suggested to bo ta tea es soon as pocaiKLe for obtaining and preserving 
telephone reoerda which. vsay ba pertinent to the work of this Cocalsgion. 

' 5c«» of the suggestions ray jerposa burdens upon private- parties 
which ore not Justified by ths possible results to bo obtained. If so, 
they should be rejected and the reason for such rejection reebrdad in 
order to assure future critics that eudt efforts were carefully con- 
sidered. : • s : v ‘ _ . 

• Porogr jphs cme, -two and three seek telephone numbers of phones * 
"reasonably available” to Ruby plus records of calls placed frcxa phones v 
under Ruby’s direct control. ' ... 

Porngroph four* seeks telephone numbers of all phones reasonably 
available to certain persons. 

* - * Peragespb five .neeks .only phones listed to or tinder the control 

of certain people.- . *; ^ ‘ v \" ‘ ■ V" 

Paragraph six to ten. are designed to lay a basis for further 
investigation, ^y. • * V ; . v 


1. The FBI should immediately. obtain the telephone numbers, names 
of siibscriber, location and type of sendee of all phones reasonably 
available to Jack Ruby* • "Reasonably available” should include, but not 
be limited to, subscriber end pay telephones at the All Right Parking ‘ 
Gurage, Adolphus Hotel, the Egyptian lounge, Phil's Delicatessen, 

Cabana Motel, Sol's Turf Bar, Dallas City Hall and Jail, Dallas Morning 
Hsvfs, Radio Station KLIP, together with any pay phones within reaaomble 
walking distance of coid places or any other places v/hich Ruby frequented. 
Rurabero and information concomlng phones "reasonably available" to Ruby 
In Dallas may be obtained by personal contact with cubccribors or the 
telephone ccqpary.- Information oe to plioneo available outside Pallas 
should not. involve contact vith t pon-^3id3itn of Dallas ^ 
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Mr. Howard P. Willens 


February %, 196/, 


2 * The FBI should immediately obtain with. respect to Jock Ruby,, 
for the period August ltoifcr/ember 25,:.19o3> copies of oil original * y . 
telephone ‘ coapany records tearing upon the dates, time, length of coll/*' 
calling number, billing number, person colling and number colled with 
reapect to all telephone colic C Including local calls) utilizing any 
telephone listed to Jack Ruby or ory of hia Cluba, including pay phones 
on or near* the p reraises. If the telephone coropary has no records which 
would provide infornatioa concerning local colls, the FBI should so 
state. . ' * 

- • y It ie unnecessary* at thia W obtain call records from oil 

phones >reaacaaably nvailnbla to BuhT* since analysis of* calls from oucE* *'*- 
pbooas would bo imposaihlo without further information. However, we : - 
ccntesglate that if we establish a list of suspected intermediaries . 
between Ruby and Oswald, it would be valuable to check telephones 
"ovo liable” to Ruby against calls to the " iITtermediaric3 ,, . In addition, 
it nay be volusbla to examine records of telephones lioted to or used 
regularly by suspected w interced tarieg” for calls to phones "G-vniZable** 
to Ruby*.’ v .J ** . .** • ^ \ ’ 

*• "* 3„ With respect to all records requested in paragraph two, the 

FBI should indicate- in its report what telephone company personnel were 
questioned, the questions asked and tho answers received, in all investi- 
gations which were conducted, co that it coy be determined that the 
records obtained are complete and accurate. We .believe that the method . 
of searching for records must be detailed since telephone infornation . 
forwarded so for has been spotty and inaccurate*; 

the extent not already provided, tbs FBI should be requested 
to obtain for the Ocssnission a list of ell telephones (but not call 
records) reasonably available to the following persons since March 1, 1963; 

/Andrew Armstrong, 38ZL Dickson Ctocle, Apartment C, Pallas, Texas. 

V Karen 'Barinett Carlin, aka Karen Bennett Korkin, nka "Little Iyfcn”, 

. ;*V • . 3^09 Msadowbrook, Fort Worth, -Texas. ** • . . 

*.’*.•* i • * • 

Bruce Carlin, aka Bruce Karlin, 3009 Meedowbrook, Fort forth, Texan. 
Marion (aka Marion) Rubensteln Carroll, 1044 ft. Loyola, Chicago, HI. 
Eileen Rubens tein Kacdnaly, 6724. H. Tolmon, Chicago, Illinois 
Lewis J. lictV/illio, Loo Vegao, Kavuda * 

; . Ifymaa Rubenoteln, 1044 W*. Loyola^ Chicago, Illinois 

/*> **•'*• * V~ Tr ;*Ti * v.*\\ ■*/ V" - * . * " j *.“■ • 

Sam (Ruben stein) Ruby, 11616 Jarasstosn Road, Dallas, Texas. 


41-373 0 - 79 - 35 
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!cr, Jlovrord P. tfillena 


February 1964 



Earl (Kubenstein) Ruty, £9925 .KoodZand Brive> Southfield, Mfehjgmi 

- .-,: 4 :\.i . -v.‘ * V * V; •* ~Ci v A 

Eva Rubensteia (Magid) Grant, 5929 Railing, Bolins, Texas* 


Ralph Paul, Arlington, . Texa a 


o/o Bert Bowaan, Copeland Hood, Arlington, Texas (bane) 

Podnuhlc Restaurant, Arlington, Texas (acceos) 

John V* Jac3csoai 1602 Browning, Arlington, Texas (access) 

;:<v Bull, Pen Brtva^Eni, 1936 East Jlrsn, Arlington,. Texas . (business) J ^ 

Anna Rubenatedh VttLjtert, 1044 W* liyola, Chicago, - Illinois * * T \ 


The do to ZXarch 1 is. chosen because it establishes o safe norgin . . 
for inquiry prior to Oswald’s trip to Ben Orleans* With respect to each 
of the above persons, the FBI should provide numbers, to the extent 
possible, not pnly cf hcrao telephones but nearby pay phones, telephones 
of tuny businesses in nhiah the individual 1s espXqyed, telephones of * * 
business partners or other eiailsr close bustneas associates, telephones.'* 
of friends end relatives visited- frequently, and telephones ot restaurants 
and other businesses which the individual is known to frequent* For each 
telephone the FBI should indicate the type of service (pay phone, cub- v 
scriber phono, limited service telephom) , nano of subscriber, location 
of phone, and reason for concluding the phone woo accessible to the 
individual under investigation. This information should be obtained. . » 

primarily by examining records which rill not involve porsonol contact 
with persons outside of the telephone, companies and vrithout cvxwunicating 
ths*nace3 cfc suspects to persons outside the FBI* Wo realise that ouch * - 
o neana of investigation rill not provide o* complete answer to our questions, 
but trs believe other nodes of inquiry would be unwise ot this .time. As 
’ to each individual under investigation, tha FBI report chould indicate 
xftiot sources were checked and what other infarreatian os to possibly accessible 
phones Right to available by direct contact with individuals. * 

. ° c *- “* * ..*;*•> 

: 5. The FBI should obtain from a telephone company records check* 
the personal, family and business phonos of the following persons 
during the period March 1, 1965 to present* 

Barney Baker, 5900 Sheridan Road, Chicago, Illinois (home) 


Chicago loop Auto Reflnishing Co., Ino* * * 

5216 South Shields A vs., Chicago, 111. (business) 

Curtis laVerne Crofard, oka larcy Crafard (including plionea available 
- .to bin on hia.^fldght from Balias to Michigan’). 

*• r...' t- I ^ - »>■* - - ' '.*■ ^v.%. 


- 3 - 
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Mr-. Horord V. T/Iilcra yetanry 24, 1964- 

Son Cosdm, 755 Cresoaat Drive, Poln Springs, CuliX. 

’ ' * * t ‘ 1 * * * \ " - * v.* > 

* , Alex Criib6r> 5222. V* Clysaic:,; Califs (*7£ 5-1032) 

Frank Goldstein, 6/*0 Torpoita &;n&evand, San Francisco, Cali?* 

. (irj 7 - 7374 ) 

(Sa 1-7343) 

Lawrence layers, 3950 M* Laba Shore Driva, Chicago, Illinois Otcce) 

Fro 1 i£g„ Co,, 714 Eest i&msoe, Chicago, HU (business) 

Hey gflXto Pike, fcka Hickey Ryan, 2344 Oonr^otlcut 1 * u * 2 * Apt* C,> 

Halles, Texas • ■ 

AnesI Ifeheccto, Chicago, Illinois * . V 

llario Bfcfcer to, Chicago, Till nolo 

Abe Xeinst^io, 210Z$ Vfestao ro Circle, Halles, Texas, ’ * ’ 

-r. '•' .* •■ ,> * /•’* V . " * '* ■ - ' ,* • * * • / ■■ .’**•_■• 

6. The H3X cberiid oonfer pith the appropriate officials of telephone 
ccExssniea in Chicago, Pallas, Detroit, iteJ-York, San Francisco, los 
Artgeles, and Hew Crlscns to determine what ineano, if any, are available 
for obtaining Inf creation oo to iiiccnlng long distance telephone calls to 
<uy particular isje$>er if the ness of the- caller is unknown* It is con- 
ceivable, for excnplc, that eonreeiing or trunk-line telephone carriers 
nay have sutanatLc recording devices which record tho celling exchange 
end the aisled raidber with respect to calls which thfy transmit* Cr, it 
>' jxy be that Koerb telephone cespenioa. in' large cities are xx& oo folly . 

• eutccated that such inttwaaiioiri is coatelned on their U&t cards end these .* 
IBM cards could bo run through a conputor or. other device for every 
telephone subscriber in the area co that such information could bo derived 
rtechaaioslly without undos expense cr personal effort. Information os to 
city or telephone campory from which a long distance coll originated could 
conceivably be sssnlngf fcX In light of other date which we have, 

• 7, Tho FBI should confer with telephone ccco«y officials cT each * * 
company serving Jack Ruby and the persons listed in paragraph four end ■ 
five to esoertoin if that egepaany has nay means of providing information,' 
concerning local colls to or frost tho pharos of thee* persons. Even if 
no records ere maintained by ouch companies in the ordinary course of 
business, it may bo that certain electronic, mechanical or other entries 
ore routinely mads cither by telephone trsnaaitting c^olunent or in 
connection with business records ordinarily maintained by tho telephone 
cc cpaiy oo t!at by careful examination, of ouch dote information con- 

• coming local telephone activity on a particular telephone could bo 

obtained *.' f Tb whatever ext oat ' information 633 bo obtained concerning - ? 

local telephone activity, the Agent should report to the Commission tho ’ 
nature of tho information which can be obtained ond tfco weans by which 

it would be obtained.. This dote should be secured without mentioning 
particular names or telephone numbers, 

-A- 



544 


Mr, Howard P. V/Xllcns February^, 196^ 


C, The 1131 should obtain 0 list of all telephone conpanies and 
the Chiof Ezeoutiye Ctffteer lug the f piloting ariosi - * • - 

r Texas J . t * fc : 

Kevado 

- los Angeles, California 
San Francisco, California 

Chicago, Illinois • • 

Detroit, Michigan end adjacent cuhurbc in the Detroit natrajpoliton 
area, includi n g Southf laid, Michigan - 
, ' . Boston, Massachusetts end' adjacent suburbs; including Bolaant,- Uass r 
- • / . Bow Turk i^ixopaLitan kron,- Including suburban long Inland,-’ * f . . 

Connecticut and Mew Jfemfiy. 

Mined, Florida • ^ . ■ * . r . ' ■ 

Washington, D. G. and adjacent oubrrba 
New Orleans,, louiciana . 


9* ltr r Banldtn cfcould address a letter to the Chief Executive of “ 
each of the. telephone cccpaniea mentioned, in paragraph eight reinserting 
that such companies- not .destroy until Juno 1, 1964 any records they 
rssy have with respect to telephone service of nil subscriber^* * The 
letter should request that the source of this policy not be disclosed#/ 

. ' . . S. 

Keteotion of records on a blanket basis would preserve security as to 
the thinking of the Cosnlsaion and sill afford the maximum assurance that 
telephone records will be preserved with respect to persons not yet suspect# 
tfe realize that blanket retention cay be so burdensorao or expensive as to 
nnla our request seen tmreesonable^ If there is ary suggestion along these 
lines, a conference ttf vcrrJz .out s feasofnabJo syStea, should be suggested,/ * » * 

^ *,Vr % ;... • r . „v, ~ \ V-*. * ■ /**., 

10. As soon os possible after the Riihy trial and after consultation 
with the Ccnssission, tbo FBI should obtain copies of original telephone 
records uncovered os a result of the investigations requested in paragraphs 
four' and five. These records should be analyzed to doterratne possible' 
links to Buly or Oswald* Thereafter, . if decreed advisable, records of 
phone® ^reasonably available® to Baby would bo analysed for possible 
colls to phone® ‘'reasonably available to suspected intermediaries between 
Buby and Oswald* 


. 'v -- -•* : 
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Mr. Blakey. In a lengthy memorandum, Hubert and Griffin 
recommended that the FBI be instructed to secure the records, and 
that Commission Chairman Earl Warren address a letter to tel- 
phone companies to secure preservation of existing records. 

Some records that were specified in the Griffin-Hubert request 
were obtained, but the extensive preservation they had envisioned 
was not carried out, an investigative step that Hubert and Griffin 
ultimately agreed to. 

Griffin has said that Commission General Counsel J. Lee Rankin 
vetoed the recommendation on grounds that it was too far reaching 
and would create too great a burden on private companies. In other 
memorandum, which I would ask be incorporated in the record at 
this point as JFK F-590. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, it may be entered into the 
record. 

[The above referred to exhibit, JFK F-590, follows:] 
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JFK Exhibit F-590 


E IS o " AM D w ;.t 

C / . / ftps-a a, 1X4 

/ U" ‘ 

Toj te^ ltocsr a Cilloao . 

FKCHi La on D, Hubert 

Durt u* Griffin 


1# loti will rxN^oUl that after the Steff Ifeotirg cn Friday , t?e 
stayed ro vlth Mr* ftoxir. to dtocuos V.iO notion cT ciyirg »0 
caaictcnoe in Aren V. Throe c qb-orciU> tire irr/olvod: 

ft* t checbMxjfc of nsrcoh, tclephsoa numbers, oddreosoo, eta- 
found on Jfcjfcy’a papOrro. (Sea Aroo ^ F ) 

b* A choeh-out of ell rtsxaro rdetiw to ponelblo D3sooletlous 
between Zntrj and Osoald: and between Eaby arid the enrgeteir 
cloaeat* (See area *T M ) 

c. An ar>ftlyBi& of telephone calls by loci:, £vu g:^ £vrl Jtely 
myl by Baljrli Paul* 

2. Kr„ ilar&in tdd usj to get Ur* I/^tc-SEdt {Chief ^uartlco Correa *c 
guard) to do this Boeaueo of tJ:e press cf tlaa and because vs 

Old not really put etc? sdr&iD to It at tha ssssrrt* to f riled to nay 
to Mr, Ban-tin that cuVm'an vUl rc^uiro c cast naftlng full ttso 
for a scr-th* -TUeso ia no possibility that this wsCn can bo properly <• 
de=o w 23 to ^ useful ta vrlting a report over* if it had a deadline 
Ccte of Juno 15* 

3* In ccci^ctian ttith tba above snd for th$ other reaaoaa stated 
bolao, pp do not thltfs the Buhy aspect of the ease tfvould be Iccludad - 
in t>xo Caacds^iian'a report* 

a* To do ctn occaptahlo Jcb on Bvby, it t*uld ba no cessasy 
to Data public statement? ccnssrr&v! Ms character, his 
fcoc!^prour.&, tha possibility tH&t )»a ttw lying about hie 
catty into t her basccact, bio motivation rud stoic of 
wind, Ota. 

b* If Ruby's cenvitstioa lu rafUcod otjI our report is in any 
v:cr basilic to aily, the CenniosJ.oa could be justly 
critic iced for Issuing a report which tepoired lUc right 
to a fair trial* On t^ws oiitcr hand, if tla report caw 
support to fir% f 0 olre&ly stated version, the iVeoocutloei 
Vould bo ^-stifled in critielntrse \u. 
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c* Aci£6 froa thin* ia it pvc&z r for a Ccsrdcsion cC 15 lo 
hisfr rcrtk irrd prestige cf thio Coacsisslon to cesspit 
extensively shout a poiroon ’rtozo c&zkl on appeal and 
triHl ixrraly ECt 1° tbs United States Suprtrso O^irt? 

2, Vs think that tbs Cornii^ior.’c report could very prer.verly stet 
thet ccn^luriccis relative to tvap aspect of 5kfpy or hie eetivition 
nixr concridarcd jr^repor bea^iae of Ido pondir# sppsei nr 4 that c 
report »H1 fco cxida later, * . p - • 


Eubert/toif Cirv^ jv/4-4-^4 
CO: Hubert chron file 
Hr, Hanldn 
Hr, Willcne 


- 3 - 
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Mr. Blakey. In another memorandum dated April 4, Griffin and 
Hubert said they needed additional assistance in evaluating the 
phone records that were available. Though it was suggested by 
Rankin that Chief Justice Warren's security guard might be able to 
devote some time to the project, the project envisioned by Griffin 
and Hubert was never conducted. In a subsequent memorandum 
dated May 14, the adequacy of the Ruby investigation was dis- 
cussed, but ultimately compromises were worked out and the Com- 
mission's work was completed. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask that at this point, these memoran- 
dums, to which I have just referred, be incorporated in the record 
as JFK 591, 592, and 593. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, they may be entered into 
the record at this point. 

[The above referred to exhibits, JFK F-591, JFK F-592, and JFK 
F-593 follow:] 


JFK Exhibit F-591 





To: 

Prom: 

Subject 


P *• / -■ 

' * " M EM Ort A H BUM / " -h* 


J. Ley Rankin 


May 14, 1$64 



££ S: S5S, - J7X /=sy/ i 

' ■; ■ • - 7 — T - * - 1 

Adequacy of Ruby Investigation ' ^ y- 


1. Past RecoanengLatlons , In memoranda data February 19, 
February 2k, February 2r,“ahd Harch 11, we made various 
suggestions Tor extending the Investigation initiated by thar- ; ‘ 
FHI In connection with .the Oswald homicide. Shortly after ; 

Harch 11, 1S64, we began preparation for the nearly 60 
depositions taken In Dallas during the period Harch 21 -April 2 ; 
after we returned from Dallas we took the deposition of C. L. 
Crafard (two days) and George Senator (two days), worked, on . 
editing the depositions taken in Dallas, and prepared for 
another series of 30 other depositions taken in Dallas durtng~~>. 
the period April. 13 - 17 , on our return from Dallas wo con- w . 

tinued the editing of the Dallas depositions, prepared, the - ‘ V : 
Dallas deposition exhibits for publication, and began working . 
on a draft of the report in Area V, As a consequence of all of ^ 
this activity during the period Harch 11-Hay 13, we did not V. T 
press for the conferences and discussions referred to in tho . 
attached memoranda. The following represents our view at this 
time with respect to appropriate further investigation. 


2. General Statement of Areas Wot Adequately Investigated . 

: In reporting on the murder of Lee Oswald by Jack Kuby, we . 
must answer or at least advert to these questions: 

a) Vhy did RubykillOswald; 

b) Was Ruby associated with the assassin of 

President Kennedy; . /V; . .. /-T; ; . 


c) Did Ruby have any confederates in the murder 
pf Oswald? . . 

It Is our belief that, although the evidence gathered 30 far 
does not show a conspiratorial link between Ruby and Oswald, 
or between Ruby and others, nevertheless evidence should be 
secured, if possible, to affirmatively exclude that: 
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a) Ruby was Indirectly linked through others 
to Oswald; 

b) Ruby killed Oswald, because of fear; or 

e) Ruby killed Oswald at the suggestion of others* 


3 . Summary of Evidence Suggesting Further Investigation * 
The following facts suggest the necessity of further invesET- 
gation: . . •? 


a. Ruby had time to engage in substantial activities 
In addition to the management of his Clubs- Ruby's night club 
business usually occupied no more than five hour 3 of a normal 
working day which began at about 10:00 a.m. and ended at 
2:00 a.n. It was his practice to spend an average of only 
one hour a day at his Clubs between 10:00 a.m* and 9:00 p*m. 

Our depositions were confined primarily to persons familiar 
vrith Ruby's Club activities* The FBI has thoroughly investi- V 
gated Ruby's night club operations but does not seem to have 
pinned down his other business or socia l - actiuitiflp" The « *r . . 
basic materials do make reference to such other activities l 

(see p* 27 of our report of February 18 ), but these are casual 
and collateral and were not explored to determine whether they* 
involved any underlying sinister purpose- Nor were they probed? 

In such a manner as to permit a determination as to how much of 
Ruby's time they occupied- 


b. Ruby has always been a person who looked for - 
money-maEins “sidelines , ” In the two months prior to 
November 22, Ruby supposedly spent considerable time promoting 
an exercise device known as a *twist board." - The "twist * 

board" was purportedly manufactured by Plastelllte Engineering,, i‘ r -i 
a Fort Worth manufacturer of oil field equipment which has 
poor credit references and was the Subject of an EDI investl- • 
gation In 1952 . We know of no sales of this item by Ruby; * 
nor do we know if any "twist boards" were manufactured for ‘ 

sale. The possibility remains that the "twist board" was a ' 
front for some other illegal enterprise. , -- - Y : ij' 

c. Ruby has long been close to persona pursuing vis). 
illegal a ctivities- Although Ruby had no known ideological or -P* <£ 
political interests (see p. 35 of our report of February 18), 
there is much evidence that he wa 3 Interested in Cuban matters. 

In early 1959* Ruby inquired concerning the smuggling of 
persons out of Cuba- He has admitted that, at that time, he 
negotiated for the sale of Jeeps to Castro- In September 1959 * 

Ruby visi t ed Havana at the invitation of La s Vegas racketeer , 

L ouis J* KcV Jill ie* who paid Ruby's expenses for the trip and 
who was later expelled from Cuba by Castro- HcWillie is 
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described by Ralph Paul, Ruby's business partner, as one o f 
Bub v's close st Ruby mailed a gun to McVIillie in early 

1963 . In 1961,- It is reported that Ruby attended three meetings 
In Dallas in connection with the sale of arms to Cubans and 
the smuggling out of refugees. The informant Identifies an 
Ed Brunner as Ruby* a associate in this endeavor. Shortly after* 
his arrest on November 24, Ruby named Fred Brunner as one of 
his expected attorneys. Brunner did not represent Ruby, ' 
however. Insufficiait investigation has been conducted to 
confirm or deny the report about meetings in 1961 . Wien Henry 
Wade announced to the Press on November. 22, 19&3 that Oswald 
was a member of the Free Cuba Comal ttee* Ruby corrected Wade 
by stating "Not the tree Cuba Committees The Fair play for . 

Cuba Committee. There is a difference." The Free Cuba Com- 
mittee Is an existing anti-Castro organization. Earl Ruby, - ■ ? 
brother of Jack Ruby* sent an unexplained telegram to Havana 
in April 1962 . Wg-teli eva thafc_a _ reason^e^ ojaaihi^ 
t hat Ruby has maintained a closer in^rest Tn Cuban _af frJLra Jfco . 
t he extent necessary to nar^ci nate^in^egin-na les or ma uggllnfl^ - 

d. Bits of evidence link Ruby to others who may have \* \ 
been interested in Cuban affairs. When Ruby's car wad seized 

on November 2H» It contained various TiFftt-wtrift flcydptqi/p 

Issue d by H* L. Hunt and a cony of thft-Hall street Journal v ^^3 
bearing the mailing address of a man who has not yet been , ~ > 
Identified. In May 1963 , Earl Ruby, operator of a dry cleaning 
business, is known to have telephoned the Welch Candy Company 
( owned by the founder of John Birch Society) • The purpose of 
the call is unknown. Jack Ruby 1 a personal notebook contained 
the Massachusetts telephone number and address of Thomas Hill, 
former Dallas resident, working at the Boston headquarters of 
the John -Birch Society. Although it is most likely that all of ; 
those bits flirciasatantial eyTd^naei in nocent exp lana- 
tions, yarm has yarfr h*en Pseplalnad^ -/..'.V 

e. Although Ruby did not witness the motorcade through 
Dallas, He may have had a prior Interest in the President's 
visit, a November 20 edition of the Fort Worth Telegram showing 
the president's proposed route through Fort Worth, and the * 
November 20 edition of the Dallas Morning News showing the 
President's route through Dallas, were found in Ruby's car on 
November 24. 

f. On November 1 6 Jack Ruby met at the Carousel Club 
with Bertha Cheek, sister of Mrs. Earlene Roberts, manager of 
Lee Oswald's rooming house. Mrs. Cheek said that she and Ruby 
discussed her lending Ruby money to open a new night club*. 
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Ruby was not questioned about this matter* On November 20, 

1963 , a woman, who may be identical to Earlene Roberts, wan 
reported to be in San Antonio at the time of President . t \ 
Kennedy's visit. The possible identification of Kr3. Roberts 
in San Antonio has not been checked out. In addition, the 
link formed by Mrs, Roberts between Oswald and Ruby is 
buttressed in some measure by the fact that one of Ruby's 
strippers dated a tenant of the Beckley Street rooming house 
during the tenancy or Lee Oswald, We have previously sugges ted, 
the theory tha t Ruby and^ Mrg fl . aicek cquIjcL h ave been invol ved 
in Cuban arms sales of which Oswald gained knowledge through 
his efforts to lafll^ate the anti-Uastro Cubans, Our doubts . 
concerning thereal interest of Mrs. Cheek in Jack Ruby stem 
from the fact that one of. her four husbands was a convicted 
felon and one of her friends was a police officer who married-^;; 
one of Ruby's 3 trip-tease dancers, We have suggested that -*4 

Ruby night have killed Oswald out of fear that Oswald might jJ** 
implicate. Ruby and his friends falsely or not in an effort totf^ 
save his own life. Wo think that neither Oswald's Cuban 
Interests In Dallas nor Ruby's Cuban activities have been ~ d* ** 
adequately explored* - ^ 

g. Ruby made or attempted to make contacts on 
November 22 and 23 with persons, known and unknown. Who could » 
have been co-conspirators . Ruby was visited in Dallas from 
November 21 to Noveotber 24, 1963 by Lawrence la yers of Chicago, 
Heyers had visited Ruby two weeks previously. Ruby also cadi 
a long distance oall shortly after the President's death to 
Alex Gruber In Los Angeles. Cruder had visited Ruby about 
the seme time as Meyers In early November. Both Gruber and 
Meyers give Innocent explanations. Moyers claims he was in 
Dallas enjoying life with a ’’dumb but accomodating broad." 

Gruber claims Ruby called to say he would not mall a dog that 
day, as he had promised to do. Finally between 11:35 P-m. 
and 12 midnight, Saturday, November 23, Ruby made a series 
of brief long distance phone calls culminating with a call to 
entertainer Breck Wall at a. friend's house In Galveston, Vail 
claims Ruby called to compliment him for calling off his 
(Wall's) act at the Adolphus Hotel In Dallas. Background. 
checks have not. Wn-iaailft nn these persona. ^ 

h. In short, we believe that the possibility exists, 

base's on evidence already available, that Ruby was Involved ^ 

In Illegal dealings with Cuban elements Who might have had 
contact with Oswald. The existence of such dealings can only 
be surmised since the present investigation has not focused 
on that area. 
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J.. We suggest that these matters cannot be left 
“hanging In the air. 1 ' They must either be explored further 
or a firm decision must be made not to do so supported by 
stated reasons for the decision. As a general matter, we 
think the investigation deficient in these respects: 

(1) Substantial time-segments in Ruby* 8 daily- 

routine from September 26 to Hoy ember 22 have* 
not been accounted for. . " v . 

(2) About 46 persons who saw Ruby fro© November 22 
to November 24 have not been questioned by staff 
members, although there are FBI reports of * ;> 

• , - : J. interviews with all these people. i: 

(3) Persona who have beex iLlntaarlew ed becau se_of 
kn arai ass ociat ions with Ru b? gener ally h ave v '/ 
not_bee n Investigated the mselv es so th at_thelr 
t ruth fulness can be_ evaluated. The FBI reports* - 
specifically do not attempt evalu atio n. The : '■ 
exception has been that where the FBI has beea xY £ 
given Incriminating evidence against Ruler* it >..* 
has made further investigation to determine 
whether others might also be implicated with • ;r 

-* Ruby. In every case where there was some 

evidence implicating others, those other persons*- * 
were interviewed and denied the incriminating 
allegations. Further investigation has not been 
undertaken to resolve the conflicts. . 

(4) Much of our knowledge of Ruby comes fro© his . 

. friends Andrew Armstrong, Ralph Paul, George 

Senator, and Larry Crafard. Investigations 
> p.. have not been undertaken to corroborate their . " ■ 
claims. - .7 • -./ >•"■* * 

• Specific Investigative Recommendations . . * . 

su Ve should obtain photos of all property found on 
Ruby*s person, in his car, or at his home or clubs, now in 
possession of the Dallas District Attorney. He already have 
photos of Ruby*s address books, but no other items have been 
photographed or delivered to the Commission. These items include- 
the H. L. Hunt literature and newspapers mentioned in para- 
graphs ^d and ^e. 
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b. YJe should conduct staff Interviews or take 
depositions with respect to Ruby*s Cuban activities of the 
following persons: 

i« Robert Ray McKeown , Ruby contacted KcKeown 
in in connection with the sale of Jeeps 

to Cuba. The objective of an Interview or 
deposition of KcKeown would be to obtain 
Information on possible contacts Ruby would: 
have made after * 1959 If his interest in 
ornament sales continued. 

ii. Haney Perrin'. Perrin claims she met with Ruby 
three times in 1961 concerning refugee smuggling 
and arms sales. She says she can identify the 
house in Dallas where meetings took place. 

Perrin now lives in Boston. Ruby admits he was- 
once interested in the sale of Jeeps, at least, 
to Cuba. I---.-/'.'*-:-;.-’.- - ; : ;.r 

We should obt ain reports from the CIA concerning 
Ruby* s associations. The CIA has been requested to provide a 
report based on a memorandum delivered to them March 12, 1964 
covering* Ruby 1 3 background including his possible Cuban 
activities, but a reply has not been received as yet. % 

d. We should obtain reports from the FBI based on 
requeste*c[ investigation of allegations suggesting that Barlene 
Roberts was in San Antonio on November 21. 

e. The Commission should take the testimony of the 

following persons for the reasons stated: • - 



All are siblings of Jack Ruby. Hyman Is the oldest child and 
presumably will be the best witness as to family history. He 
talked to Jack on November 22, reportedly visited Jack the week- 
before the assassination, and participated in Ruby's twist 
board venture. Eva lived with Jack for 3 years in California 
prior to World War II, Induced Jack to come to Dallas in 1947, 
and managed the Vegas Club for Jack in Dallas from 1959 to 
1963. Earl was a travelling salesman with Jack from 1941-1943; 
a business partner 19^6-1947, and made phone calls before 
November 22, 1963 and afterwards which require explanations. 
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ljjV - Henry Wade , This person can testify to the 
development of the testimony by Sgt. Bean 
and Bet* Archer against Ruby ahd of seeing* 

Ruby on November 22 in the Police Bepartmeat 
building 

Hi. Jack Ruby 

f * We should take the depositions of the following 
persons Tor the reasons stated: 

i. Tom Howard * This person is one of Ruby's 

original attorneys, and is reported to have been 
in the police basement a few minutes before 
Oswald was shot and to have inquired if Osvrald 
had been moved* He filed a writ of habeas 
corpus for Ruby about one hour after the 
shooting of Oswald. Ho could explain these 
activities and possibly tell us about the Ruby- 
trial* We should have these explanations. 


ii. FBI toent Kail . This person interviewed Ruby 
for 2j hours on November 24 beginning at. 
approximately 12 noon. His report is contra- 
dictory to Sgt. Dean's trial testimony. He /.*; 
also interviewed Ruby on December 21, 1963 */:.' 


ill. Seth Kantor . This person was interviewed twice 
. by the FJ&L and persists in his claim that he 

saw Ruby at Parkland Hospital shortly before 
or after the President's death was announced. 

Ruby denies that he was ever at Parkland 
Hospital. We must decide who is telling the * 
truth, for there would be considerable signifi- 
cance if it were concluded that Ruby is lying. 
Should we make an evaluation without seeing 
Kantor ourselves? ; r •’ ^ 

iv. Bill Better * This person claims to have seen 

Oswald at the Carousel Club prior to November 22, . 
and this rumor perhaps more than any other has * 
been given wide circulation. Should we evalu- . 
ate Belter's credibility solely on the basis 
of FBI reports? 

£. The FBI should re-interview the follov/ing persons 
for the purpose3 3tated: 
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i* Alex Gruber . To obtain personal history to 
establish original meeting and subsequent 
contacts with Ruby; to obtain details of visit 
to D allas In November 1963* Including where he 
stayed, how long, who saw him, etc. The FBI 
should also check its own files on Gruber* 

11* Lawrence Keyero (Sane as Gruber) 

111. Ken Dowc . (KLIP reporter) To ascertain how he^ 
happened to first contact Ruby on November 22 
or 23; (Ruby provided Information to KLIP 
concerning the location of Chief Curry), and ‘v” 
whether KLIP gave any inducements to Ruby to woric; 
for It on the weekend of November 22-24. . 

iv. Rabbi Silverman . To establish when Silverman 
saw Ruby at the Synagogue and obtain names of 
other persons who may have seen Ruby at the- . 
Synagogue on November 22 and 23* Silverman 
states that he saw Ruby at the 8 p.m. service 
on November 22 and at the 9 a.ra. service on 
November 23; but both of these services lasted. : 
at least two hours and we do not know Whether j . 

Ruby was present for the entire services. 

Silverman (and others) could "place” Ruby, or 
fail to do so, during critical hours. 

v. Klcke^Ryan (Same as Gruber plus employment 

v±. Breck Wall . This person was an entertainer at 
the Adolphus Hotel, Dallas, at the time of 
President Kennedy's assassination. Ruby called:: ; 
him in Galveston at 11:47 p.m. Saturday, 

November 23, 1963- He also visited Ruby at 
.the County Jail. A background check should be ? 
conducted as to this person. 

vli. Andrew Armstrong, Bruce Carlin , Karon Bennett 
Carlin, " Curtis Laveme Crafard, Ralph Paul, 

George Senator . . - . 

These six persons were deposed at length because. : 
of their friendship with Ruby, familiarity with • 
Ruby's personal and business life, and contacts \ 
with Ruby on November 22, 23, and 24. In V 

general, each has professed to have had no 
knowledge of Ruby'3 activities during those 
three days. 
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Andrew Armstrong vras very active in the 
operation of the Carousel end worked closely 
with Ruby for 18 months* His deposition covers 
Ruby's activities and emotional state generally 
and particularly several hours on November 22 
and 523- A background check should be conducted 
as to thi3 person and selected parts of hia 
testimony should be checked out to teat his 
veracity. 

Karen and Bruce Carlin were the recipients of 
a $25 money order bought by Ruby approximately 
5 minutes before Ruby shot Oswald. ~ Marguerite 
Oswald testified that she believed she knew 
Karen Carlin- Background checks should be 
conducted on the Carlins. 

Crafard fled Dallas unexpectedly on Saturday 
morning November 23. Although we tend to 
believe his esqplanation, we believe a back- 
ground check on him plus verification of some 
of his activities on November 23 are ifarranted. 

Paul is Ruby's business partner. A background /. 
check should be conducted as to him and hi 3 - 
telephone call3 during November should bo - , 

checked out. 

George Senator, Ruby's roommate, alleged by \ 
Crafard to be a homosexual, claims not to have ! 
seen Ruby except at their apartment Sunday U - 

morning and for a few hours early Saturday » » 
morning. Senator’s background and own admitted '/* . 
activities on November 22*. 23* and 2^ should * . ; 
be verified. * 

. 5* Other areas of Ruby Investigation which are not complete ly 

a. Various rumors link Ruby and Oswald which do not 
appear to be true; however, the materials we have are not 
sufficient co discredit them satisfactorily. Such rumors 
include: 

i. CoaEMnist associations of Ruby; 

ii. Oswald's use of a Cadillac believed to 
belong to Ruby; 
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ill*. After the depositions of Nancy Perrin, 

Robert NeKeovm, and Sylvia Odio have been 
taken, further investigation nay be 
necessary with respect to Ruby* 3 Cuban 
associations . 

b. Ruby’s notebooks contain numerous names, 
addresses, and telephone numbers, Many of these persons have- 
either not been located or deny knowing Ruby. We believe 
further investigation is appropriate in some instances; however, 
we have not yet evaluated the reports now on hand* 

c* We have no expert evidence as to Ruby’s mental v 
condition; however, we will obtain transcripts of the psychiatric- , 
testimony at the Ruby trial. i’ r ; yA 

6. Other Investigative Suggestio ns. We have suggested V 
in earlier memoranda that two sources ot evidentiary material ; 
have been virtually ignored; _ 

a. Radio, TV and Movie Recordings. Two Pallas radloV’ 
stations tope recorded every minute of air time, on November 22, 

23, and 24. We have obtained these radio tapes for all except - " 

a portion of November 24, and the tapes include a number of 
interviews with key witnesses in the Oswald area. In addition;* . 
the tapes shed considerable light on the manner in which P allas 
public officials and federal agents conducted the investi- 
gations and performed in public view. We believe that similar 
video tapes and movie films should be obtained from NBC, CBS,; 
aE 57“&?I, and Movietone News, and relevant portions should be 
reviewed by staff members. Wherever witnesses appear on these 
films who have been considered by the Commission in preparing ; 
its report, a copy of such witnesses' appearance should be 'v.; 
made a part of the Commission records by introducing them in 
evidence. If one person were directed to superintend and . / 
organize this effort, we believe it could be done without * 
unreasonable expenditures of Commission time and money* 

b. Hotel and motel registrations, airline passenger 
manifests*7 and Emigration and Immigration records. 

Copies of Pallas hotel and motel registrations and airline 
manifesto to and from Pallas should be obtained for the period 
September 2 6 to Pecember 1, 1963- Similarly, Emigration and 
Immigration records should be obtained for the period October 1, 
1963 to January 1, 1964. We believe that these records may 
provide a useful tool as new evidence develops after the 
Commission subnits its report. We do not suggest that these 
records necessarily be examined by the Commission staff at 
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the present time. But, for example. It is likely that in the- 
future, persons will come forward who will claim to have been 
in Dallas during the critical period and who will claim to 
have important information. These records may serve to 
confirm or refute their claims . 


LHHubert/smh 

cc : Kr . Hubertr: ' . 
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June 1, 1964 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: Messrs. Leon D. Hubert, Jr. end Burt W. Griffin. 

FROM: Howard P. Willens 

SUBJECT: Adequacy of Ruby Investigation . 


,A» vc'aU know, your nenorandua doted May lH, 1954- , 
bearing the above title has been the subject of considerable 
discu ssion among the two Of you, Mr. Rankin, Hr. Redlich and 
me. 

As a result of those discussions steps have been taken 
to implement cost of the specific investigative recommendations 
set forth in section 4- beginning on page 4. In fact, it appears 
to me that of these requests are in the process of being 
implemented through subsection £ vi entitled Breck Wall, vith 
the exception that no background investigation has been requested 
regarding Hr. Wall. A3 to the recommendation in cub section g vli 
that background investigation be conducted regarding the six named 
persons, it has been decided that no such general investigation is 
varrobted. It was agreed, however, that any investigative requests 
submitted by you regarding specific testimony of these persons, in 
order to test veracity, might be appropriate. 

On May 27, 1964 I discussed with Hr. Griffin the status 
of the investigation in Area 5* This discussion was prompted not 
only by your memorandum dated May 14, but also the discussion held 
in Mr. Rankin 1 s office on the prior day, Mry 2 6 , dealing with the 
initial draft submitted by you relating to Ruby* s background. 

I requested Mr. Griffin to stop his current work on the first draft 
and submit to me within tbs next few business dors every sing le 
investigative request vhlch he believes is necess ary to compTofro 
the investigatio n In his area. Hr- Griffin agreed to this ond I 
have today received approximately 10 such investigative requests, 
which have either been cent forward to Mr. Rankin for approval ond 
signature or, after discussion vith Hr. Griffin, ore being revised. 
If any additional requests are contemplated, I would like to bo 
oA vised today. 


JFK Exhibit F-592 
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w £ ii o z a n d u ir. 

June 1 , 1^64 


TOi Kr* Jfcwora ?. ttXUjecn 

Icon D. Hubert, Jr*. 
Burt *. Griffin 


* l responds to your K^ocrordutt of June 1 , 1364/ eg easoct that 
ly KOdnefflCi^r 3 uaa 3, l'X4 all of the Ittvsi&igativa roquggtc tfoioh . 
<trg TZrn appropriate i?UX fcavn been delivers* to you* 


\lltb voepsxt to Bcecfc Ball, oa fcaLLsvo that it oqy later be 
fqyprOTrlato to <£s*sttoa Ma* Jc* Petsrscn, ned hsOpfc Paul toh 
tbo H3I or t$r fc^xaitioa ccceeKsisg the t^Oephorn fctlla Jt&p ~a5<> 
bet^oen XU 1 £ p*n* said ll: 4 o on Sectary rtot*£xsr 23 * BTsevor* 
v«? do not vlOx to ucdsrtaia such. questioning until the results of 
o:S7 otter requ^xta fcnvs been ca a grtne d* In option. It steuld bn 
emphasised that further towstigativo regoasta raqy beeo^e ^pproprirrtn 
in the ccurso cf reeding the St&y trial transcript, exsairiLng- further 
ovidnaoo to bo produced t^r rfcfiry or hla ottorreya, writing a find 
drafts aud foob-rcticg. 


KcPotha-esg, *>0 baHeyo the iirgeetigatira reeueatfr non uadaasg’ 
grrjLi t SS t &U thftjMfctffff* r Xi our <rf 

iZ-^T 14 «?<? preasae that our eu£gcotiono- f cr obtaining radio tepoo, 

tdevisian topoo, hotel ned mtcl roeords, and airline peossnger 
naniTcsts ere of ouch a taw* Eaters na to bo outoiae the ©capo cvf 
CE^r r&queate ty «qy of letters to the Httj but we understood that 
<;&ao iteeticn baa been given to thooo Guggretioca and that a decioica 
trill be tsade In the future es to whether or ict those »ig£^rtlm 5 ylll 
bo ispl&se&ted* 


Griffin/ jv/ 6 - 1-64 
CC: Griffin chrcn file 
?ir. Pnnldn 


JFK Exhibit F -593 
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Mr. Blakey. Utilizing various phone records still available, in- 
cluding those of Jack Ruby's phone calls in 1963, the select commit- 
tee has developed a computer project for the purpose of detailed 
analysis of them. 

Using the computer technology of the legislative and committee 
systems division of the House information system, House Adminis- 
tration Committee, the phone records analysis took shape. 

An Amdahl 470 V-5 computer was utilized, backed up by two 
IBM 370-158 central processing units. Various programs were run, 
using the master data base developed from the various phone 
records obtained by the committee. Additional programs are still 
continuing. 

The telephone calls of Jack Ruby in 1963 were given top priority 
in the project. In recent years, Ruby's alleged associations with 
organized crime have been raised anew. In particular, it has been 
said that he was in repeated contact with a number of underworld 
figures in the months just before the assassination of President 
Kennedy. A response to these charges has been, however, that any 
contact by Ruby with such people may well have resulted from his 
attempts to seek assistance in a labor dispute. 

In programing a chronological consolidation of the telephone 
calls made by Ruby from five business and home telephones, the 
committee discovered a significant upsurge in the number of calls 
in October and November 1963. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask that JFK F-545 be entered into the 
record and displayed at this point. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, it may be entered into the 
record at this point. 

[The above referred to exhibit, JFK F-545, follows:] 

JACK RUBY - TOLL CALLS - 1963 


No. at C»M» 



JFK Exhibit F-545 
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Mr. Blakey. As can be seen from the month-by-month plotting of 
these calls on the graph in exhibit F-545, the number of calls 
soared from an average of 25 to 35, in May through September, to 
75 in October, and 96 in November. That is, 96 calls up to Novem- 
ber 24, the day he was imprisoned for shooting Oswald. 

To fathom the possible meaning of the upsurge in Ruby's calls in 
October and November, the committee closely evaluated his activi- 
ties during that period. It considered who it was Ruby was calling 
and being called by; why he was in contact with these people; 
whether or not he had contacted them previously. The committee 
was also careful to examine the circumstances surrounding Ruby's 
labor problems in 1963. 

The labor dispute involved Ruby's competition with other owners 
of clubs in the Dallas area. Specifically, he was involved quarreling 
with other owners over whether amateur striptease dancers, that 
is, nonunion girls from the local area, could perform in Dallas 
nightclubs. 

Ruby had been prohibited by the American Guild of Variety 
Artists from featuring nonprofessional local strippers in his club. 
The hiring of local girls in weekend shows, in what were usually 
billed as amateur nights, was a source of profit for him. Ruby was 
further angered by the fact that at least one of his competitors 
reportedly had been allowed to use nonunion talent. 

The exact circumstances of Ruby's labor difficulties in 1963 are 
too complex to be dealt with in detail here, but one aspect is 
relevant. In analyzing the dramatic upsurge in calls in October and 
November 1963, the committee was able to isolate a significant 
number from the main body of calls. It determined that these 
particular calls were made in conjunction with Ruby's efforts to 
seek acceptable mediation or settlement of his dispute with AGVA. 

As can be seen from the second line of the graph in JFK exhibit 
F-545, which plots the calls made by Ruby in connection with his 
efforts to solicit advice from AGVA, the increase in these union- 
related calls corresponds, to a considerable degree, with the in- 
crease in the total body of Ruby's calls during the same period. The 
analysis shows that Ruby's labor difficulties were, in fact, related 
to much of the increase in calls made by Ruby in October and 
November 1963. 

But in going one step further, it became apparent that to attri- 
bute all of Ruby's increased telephone activity in October and 
November to his AGVA dispute might be an inaccurate oversimpli- 
fication, for a closer look at the specific calls he made in 1963 
raised questions that could not be readily or easily dismissed. 

Ruby had, in fact, placed calls to a number of individuals who 
have been identified as being in some way associated with orga- 
nized crime. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask that JFK exhibit F-546 be entered 
into the record at this point and displayed. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, it may be entered into the 
record at this point. 

[The above-referred to exhibit, JFK exhibit F-546, follows:] 
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TIW CALL C LIBATION TE LtPHOf-E .NO 

PLACEO OF CALL PltCIKG CALL 

OCA MIN TNUICC ; £ISD 


007 MIN MCWILLIE LEWIS 


006 MIN NCUILLIE LEWIS 


!-SI OF TELEPHONE CALLS 
FtPSCM 


001 MIN TNU7C E 06 IPO 


00S MIN THUNOEPSIFO 


001 MIN TMUN0ER6IR0 


002 MIN TNUKJEB6IB0 


007 MIN TWLNOERBIRD 


I O/E A/41 12 = 07 012 MIN HEINES IRWIN 


10/10/41 21 • 11 001 niH TROPICAL COLRT 


11/07/41 14 = 12 017 MIN CAROUSEL CLUB 


TYPE AUDIT 

CALL NLfretR 

STATION 7702 FS RI72142 

CAROUSEL CLUB 
1112 1/2 CttRtERCt ST 
DALLAS TX 

STATION 7702 FB BI72V.2 

CAROUSEL CLUB 
1112 1/2 COFNERCI ST 
OALUS TX 

STATION 7701 FR RI72162 

CAROUSEL CLUB 
1112 1/ 2 C<T**RCE ST 
DALLAS TX 

STATION 7705 FR RI72142 

CAROUSEL CLUB 
1J12 1/2 COTRItBCE ST 
OALUS TX 

STATION 7701 FR MUM01 

JACK HURT 

221 S EWING APT 207 

DALUS TX 

STATION 7701 FR HH1S601 

JACK RUBY 

221 S ENINS APT 207 

DALUS TX 

STATION 7701 Ft 1*111*01 

JACK RUBY 

221 S ENINS APT 207 

OALUS TX 

STATION 7701 FR KHI5601 

JACK RUBY 

221 S ININS APT 207 

DALLAS TX 

PERSONAL 7707 FR R 1 72 16 2 

CAROUSEL CLUB 
1112 1/2 CORttRCI ST 

dalus rx 

STATION 77M FR R 1 72 1*2 

CAROUSEL CLUB 
1112 1/2 COTMfRCE ST 
DALUS TX 


DATE 


TIME CALL DURATION 
PLACEO OF CAU 


SLNtURY OF TELEPHONE CALLS 

TELEPHONE. W) PERSON TYPE 

PLACING CALL CALLED CALL 


AUDIT 

HUTSER SUBSCRIBER 

1400 SHERIDAN ROAD 
CHICAGO IL 


ll/OS/61 14 = 47 


006 MIN EDEN ROC HOTEL DU3TT MILLER 


PEBSOUL 7711 FR 


RI723*2 

carousel club 

1312 1/2 COTR1ERCE ST 
OALUS TX 


7*41 


ll/OS/61 17=22 014 MIN BAKER ROBERT 


STATION 7712 FR 


HI 72 142 
CAROUSEL CLUB 
1112 1/2 CUtlttRCI ST 
OALUS TX 


7*41 


JFK Exhibit F-546 

Mr. Blakey. JFK exhibit F-546 is a printout of these calls. 
Although it may again be noted that these particular calls also 
correspond somewhat to the upsurge in the main body of Ruby 
calls in the weeks prior to the assassination, and even though some 
of the individuals in question have said that Ruby was in contact 
with them to seek help in his labor difficulties, the committee felt 
that more detail on the backgrounds of these persons was essential. 
Extensive file reviews were, therefore, conducted, and the following 
picture emerged. 

Between June and August of 1963, Jack Ruby placed seven long- 
distance calls to one Lewis J. McWillie. McWillie was a close Ruby 
associate, as Ruby told the Warren Commission. In 1959, Ruby had 
visited Lewis McWillie in Havana, where McWillie was working in 
an organized crime-connected casino. 
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Jack Ruby’s phone calls to McWillie occurred on June 27, Sep- 
tember 2, two calls, September 4, September 19, September 20, and 
September 22. The first two calls were placed to McWillie’s home 
number; the remaining five calls were to McWillie’s place of busi- 
ness, the Thunderbird Casino in Las Vegas. 

On the afternoon of October 26, 1963, Jack Ruby placed a long- 
distance phone call to Irwin S. Weiner in Chicago, with whom he 
spoke for 12 minutes. Weiner was and is a prominent bondsman in 
Chicago, who has been closely linked with such figures as James 
Hoffa, Santos Trafficante, Sam Giancana, Paul and Allen Dorfman. 
Weiner, according to Federal and State law enforcement files, is 
alleged to have served as a key functionary in the longtime rela- 
tionship between the Chicago Mafia and various corrupt union 
officials, particularly during Hoffa’s reign as president of the 
Teamsters Union. 

Additionally, Weiner has been involved in a business relation- 
ship with two men long identified as executioners for the Chicago 
Mafia — Felix “Phil” Alderisio and Albert “Obie” Frabotta. 

In the immediate days following President Kennedy’s murder, 
the FBI sought to question Weiner about the call he had received 
from Ruby on October 26. According to an FBI teletype of Novem- 
ber 28, 1963, Weiner refused to respond to questioning by FBI 
agents in Chicago with regard to his contact with Ruby, and he 
declined to assist the investigation in any way. 

Other information received by the FBI during the investigation 
indicated that Weiner had been acquainted years earlier in Chica- 
go with Ruby’s brother Earl. 

Though the Warren Commission was aware of Ruby’s phone call 
to Weiner, the Commission never sought to have him questioned 
under oath. Additionally, neither Ruby nor his brother, Earl, were 
ever asked by the Commission about their relationship with 
Weiner. 

In executive session testimony before this committee, Weiner was 
questioned about his contact with Ruby. He testified that he had 
gone to high school with Ruby’s brother, Earl, and had been dis- 
tantly acquainted with Jack. Weiner said he had little or no con- 
tact with Ruby in later years, and had not heard from him in at 
least 10 years at the time Ruby called him in late October 1963. 

Weiner declared the purpose of Ruby’s call was to seek assist- 
ance in the labor dispute he was having with his Dallas nightclub 
competitors. Ruby asked for aid in putting up a bond related to his 
attempt to file for an injunction against his competitors. Weiner 
testified that he declined to assist Ruby, and had no further con- 
tact with him. 

The committee has examined testimony and documentation re- 
lating to Ruby’s labor difficulties, in particular his dispute with 
AGVA. Nevertheless, the committee has not found another refer- 
ence to an effort by Ruby to put up a bond in connection with 
seeking an injunction against his competitors. 

In his appearance before the committee, Weiner further testified 
that he had lied to a reporter when he said in a taped interview 
that Ruby’s phone call to him on October 26, 1963, had nothing to 
do with labor problems. 
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Weiner testified he had refused to submit to FBI questioning 
about Ruby in the weeks following the assassination because he 
believed Bureau agents had harassed his daughter by implying he 
might be connected to the assassination. Weiner stated he could 
not specifically recall where he was on the day of the assassination 
or on the day Ruby shot Oswald, though he believed he was on a 
visit to Miami. 

At 9:13 a.m., October 30, 1963, 4 days after his call to Irwin 
Weiner, Jack Ruby placed a call to the Tropical Court Tourist 
Park, a trailer park in New Orleans. The number Ruby called, 
242-5431, was listed as the business office of the Tropical Court, 
and the duration of the call was 1 minute. In a partial compilation 
of numbers called by long distance by Ruby, transmitted to the 
Warren Commission by the FBI in early 1964, a notation was made 
indicating that this Ruby call to the Tropical Court went to N. J. 
Pecora. The Warren Commission did not, however, interview or 
investigate Pecora and made no reference to him in its report. 

Nofio J. Pecora, alias Joseph O. Pecoraro, was the owner of the 
Tropical Court Tourist Park. He ran the park from a one-man 
office located on the premises, the office Ruby had called on Octo- 
ber 30. Pecora, a former heroin smuggler, was alleged to be a close 
associate of Carlos Marcello. The FBI, Justice Department, and 
Metropolitan Crime Commission of New Orleans have identified 
Pecora as one of Marcello’s three most trusted aides. 

Law enforcement surveillance reports have indicated a particu- 
larly close Marcello-Pecora relationship during the early 1960’s, 
with Pecora always close at hand at Marcello’s Town and Country 
Motel headquarters on the outskirts of New Orleans. 

In fact, it was noted in the select committee’s computer phone 
project that Marcello himself placed a call to Pecora on June 24, 
1963, at the same trailer office number that Ruby called 4 months 
later. 

Earlier this year, when committee investigators sought to ques- 
tion Pecora about the October 30, 1963 telephone call from Ruby’s 
office to his own, Pecora declined to respond. Earlier this month, 
however, Pecora did agree to respond to questions put to him by 
committee investigators. 

Pecora stated that he does not recall receiving any telephone call 
from Ruby. He said that he did not know Ruby or have any 
knowledge of him. Pecora stated that he believes that he was 
probably the only person who had access to his Tropical Court 
telephone in 1963, but that he may well have taken a phone 
message, suggesting the call from Ruby may have been for someone 
else in the trailer park. 

The committee has established that Ruby did in fact have an 
associate who lived at the Tropical Court Tourist Park in 1963. He 
was a New Orleans nightclub manager named Harold Tannen- 
baum, now deceased, who was himself a friend and colleague of 
Pecora having run several Bourbon Street clubs controlled alleged- 
ly by the Marcello interests. 

In his recent interview with committee investigators, Pecora 
stated he had been an acquaintance of Tannenbuam, that Tannen- 
baum was a neighbor in the trailer court. Pecora said, however, he 
was not aware that Tannenbuam had been a friend of Ruby. 


41-373 0 - 79 - 36 
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Harold Tannenbuam met Ruby in the summer of 1963 and dis- 
cussed going into business with him. The computer telephone proj- 
ect has established that Ruby and Tannenbaum were in frequent 
contact from June to October 1963. 

The project has also established that an hour after the October 
30 call was placed from Ruby’s office to Pecora’s office, Tannen- 
baum placed a call to Ruby. 

On November 7, 1963, Ruby received a collect call from Robert G. 
(Barney) Baker of Chicago. The call lasted 17 minutes. 

Baker is said to have been a top lieutenant and reputed enforcer 
for Teamster president James Hoffa. A former boxer and ex-con- 
vict, Baker was perhaps Hoffa’s best known assistant during the 
McClellan committee investigation of labor racketeering in the 
1950’s. The Senate investigation, coordinated by then chief counsel 
Robert F. Kennedy, had detailed Baker’s role as Hoffa’s personal 
liaison to various leading Mafia figures. 

In his McClellan testimony, Baker recited a long list of Mafia hit 
men with whom he had been associated. In 1960, Robert F. Kenne- 
dy wrote of Baker: 

Sometimes the mere threat of his presence in a room was enough to silence the 
men who would otherwise have opposed Hoffa’s regime. 

Barney Baker was questioned by the FBI in Chicago on January 
3, 1964, regarding his contact with Ruby. Baker stated that Ruby 
was a complete stranger to him until the very day he spoke with 
him, November 7, 1963. Baker explained that Ruby had called him 
earlier that day and that, in his absence, his wife had token a 
message to call Ruby’s nightclub in Dallas. 

Baker told the FBI that Ruby had not used his real name, but 
had instructed him to ask for Lou, which he did, placing a collect 
call to Ruby’s number. It might be noted that this is the only 
incident the committee has come across in which Ruby has used a 
false name or an alias. 

In his 1964 interview with the FBI, Baker stated that the pur- 
pose of Ruby’s call was to seek assistance in the labor dispute. 
According to the FBI report, Baker said that he had “* * * con- 
cluded the conversation by firmly declining to offer any assistance 
in the matter.” While in his FBI interview, Baker “advised that 
* * * he had many friends (who) were * * * high-ranking hood- 
lums,” he stated that he had no prior association with Ruby, and 
he had no knowledge of any Ruby connections to such hoodlums. 

On November 8, 1963, the day after he received the call from 
Barney Baker, Ruby placed a call to Murray W. (Dusty) Miller at 
the Eden Rock Hotel in Miami. The call lasted 4 minutes. 

Dusty Miller was another key lieutenant of Teamster president 
James Hoffa, and, as head of the powerful Southern Conference of 
the union, he was regarded as a possible successor to Hoffa himself. 
Miller, who had been a Teamster leader in Dallas, was associated 
with numerous underworld figures. 

In a recent interview with this committee, Miller stated that he 
had had no contact with Ruby prior to being called by him on 
November 8, 1963 Miller said Ruby complained of labor problems 
and asked Miller for help. Miller testified that Ruby said some- 
thing to the effect, “Barney Baker gave me your number and told 
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me that maybe you could help me out.” Miller stated that on 
hearing the reference to Baker, he quickly ended the conversation, 
explaining he viewed Baker as a man with questionable associates. 

At 5:22 p.m., November 8, 1963, 31 minutes after he called Dusty 
Miller, Jack Ruby placed a call to Barney Baker in Chicago. This 
call lasted 14 minutes. It occurred on the day after Baker tele- 
phoned Ruby in Dallas. 

As noted earlier, Baker told the FBI on January 3, 1964, that he 
had terminated his November 7 conversation with Ruby by “* * * 
firmly declining to offer any assistance” to Ruby. In his FBI inter- 
view, Baker made no mention of the fact that Ruby had called him 
back on November 8, 1963. In fact, he indicated that he had had no 
further contact with him. 

The committee has extensively questioned Baker about his past 
contacts with Jack Ruby. When asked why he did not tell the FBI 
of his second lengthy conversation with Ruby, Baker said that he 
must have forgotten about the second call. 

The committee has noted several other areas of telephone con- 
tact or relationship that are of particular interest. Three examples: 

One, in testimony before the Warren Commission, Jack Ruby’s 
sister, Eva Grant, said that he brother had called Lenny Patrick in 
Chicago sometime during the summer of 1963. Mrs. Grant stated 
that Ruby had had some difficulty in locating Patrick’s number, 
but that he had told her he had finally found it and had, in fact, 
called Patrick in Chicago. 

Lenny Patrick is said to have been one of the Chicago Mafia’s 
leading assassins, responsible, according to Federal and State law 
enforcement files, for the murders of over a dozen mob victims. 
Patrick had grown up in the same Chicago neighborhood as Ruby 
and had been slightly acquainted with him. Later, Patrick became, 
it is said, senior lieutenant of Chicago Mafia leader, Sam Giancana. 

Two, a call made on September 24, 1963, by an investigator for 
New Orleans Mafia leader Carlos Marcello to a woman in Chicago, 
who was present with Ruby on the night before the assassination. 

The committee found that David W. Ferrie had called the 
number of Jean West and had spoken for at least 15 minutes. On 
November 21, 1963, Miss West visted Ruby in Dallas, accompanied 
by a mutual friend, Lawrence Meyers. Miss West and Meyers had 
drinks with Ruby shortly before midnight on November 21 at the 
Cabana Motel. 

Three, the committee found that Barney Baker had placed a 
telephone call to another one-time associate of Jack Ruby on the 
evening of November 21, 1963. The person Baker called was David 
Yaras of Miami. Yaras was a close friend and partner of Lenny 
Patrick. He had also been acquainted with Ruby during their early 
years in Chicago. 

Like Lenny Patrick, Dave Yaras has served, it is alledged, as a 
key lieutenant of Chicago Mafia leader Sam Giancana, reputedly as 
an executioner. In an FBI interview in 1964, Yaras stated that he 
had last seen Ruby over 10 years prior to the assassination. 

Once again, Mr. Chairman, unfortunately, the ultimate meaning 
of these facts and circumstances remains as yet indeterminate. 

The possible implication of these phone calls may be more fully 
explored in tomorrow’s proceeding but first, it may be helpful to 
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return to look at Jack Ruby in Dallas. To learn more about Jack 
Ruby’s life, the committee has turned to the Dallas Police Depart- 
ment. It has done so for two reasons. One, Ruby was on friendly 
terms with many officers of the DPD, and two, because there are 
still questions about the shooting of Oswald in the Dallas police 
headquarters. 

Our next witness is Captain Jack Revill of the Dallas Police 
Department. He has been a member of the DPD since 1951 and 
currently is in charge of the Internal Affairs Division of the depart- 
ment. In 1963, Captain Revill was a lieutenant assigned to the 
Criminal Intelligence Section of the Special Service Bureau. 

Later, he was a member of the special investigative unit charged 
with determining how Jack Ruby in fact entered the police head- 
quarters basement on November 24, 1963. 

It would be appropriate at this time, Mr. Chairman, to call on 
Captain Revill. 

Chairman Stokes. At this time, before calling the witness, the 
committee will take a 10-minute recess. 

[A short recess was taken.] 

Chairman Stokes. The committee will come to order. 

The committee calls Captain Revill. Please raise your right hand. 
Do you solemnly swear the testimony you will give before this 
committee is the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth, 
so help you God? 

Captain Revill. I do. 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you, sir. You may be seated. 

The Chair recognizes counsel for the committee, Mr. Donald 
Purdy. 

Mr. Purdy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

What is your full name and where do you live? 

TESTIMONY OF JACK REVILL, CAPTAIN OF POLICE, DALLAS 
POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Captain Revill. My name is Jack Revill. I live in Dallas, Tex., at 
5204 Elk Ridge Drive. 

Mr. Purdy. What is your present occupation and rank? 

Captain Revill. I am employed by the Dallas Police Department. 
I am a captain of police, currently commanding the Internal Af- 
fairs Division. 

Mr. Purdy. What was your occupation, rank, and duties in the 
1950’s and early 1960’s in Dallas? 

Captain Revill. I was a lieutenant of police, assigned to the 
Criminal Intelligence Section of the Dallas Police Department. 

Mr. Purdy. What was the responsibility of the Criminal Intelli- 
gence Section in the 1950’s and early 1960’s? 

Captain Revill. Our primary function was the gathering of infor- 
mation on individuals and organizations involved in criminal activ- 
ities and extremist group individuals, and organizations. 

Mr. Purdy. Was the vice squad part of this unit? 

Captain Revill. The vice squad was a part, an integral part of 
the Special Services Bureau which consisted of vice, narcotics, and 
intelligence, each unit commanded by a lieutenant of police. 
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Mr. Purdy. To what extent did members of the intelligence unit 
have access to information concerning criminal activity generally 
in Dallas in the 1950’s and early 1960’s? 

Captain Revill. We had complete access to recorded information 
of criminal elements. 

Mr. Purdy. When did you join the intelligence division? 

Captain Revill. In February of 1958, I believe. 

Mr. Purdy. What division did you work in prior to that time? 

Captain Revill. Prior to that I was a lieutenant commanding the 
narcotics unit. 

Mr. Purdy. In your work with the intelligence division, did you 
gain access to information concerning all types of criminal activity 
or just specific types? 

Captain Revill. All types of criminal activity. 

Mr. Purdy. Do you have any knowledge of specific criminal 
activities by Jack Ruby? 

Captain Revill. Nothing specific. I knew Jack Ruby by reputa- 
tion. 

Mr. Purdy. Was prostitution common in the clubs in Dallas? 

Captain Revill. It was not common. The Dallas Police Depart- 
ment has always had an aggressive enforcement policy toward 
protitution; but prostitution was available in certain clubs. 

Mr. Purdy. Did prostitution occur in any clubs run by Jack 
Ruby, to your knowledge? 

Captain Revill. Not to my personal knowledge. 

Mr. Purdy. Was there any narcotics activity common in Dallas, 
in general, and the clubs in particular, in the fifties and early 
sixties? 

Captain Revill. Narcotics were available in the clubs, nothing 
specific as far as any organized groups or efforts on the part of the 
people to sell or dispense drugs in the clubs. 

Mr. Purdy. Did you have any information concerning the pres- 
ence of narcotics activity in any clubs run by Jack Ruby? 

Captain Revill. No, sir, I did not. 

Mr. Purdy. Was gambling common in Dallas, in general, and in 
nightclubs, in particular? 

Captain Revill. Not general. Some bookmaking activities were 
conducted in clubs but again this was not an open thing. 

Mr. Purdy. To your knowledge, did gambling go on in any clubs 
run by Jack Ruby? 

Captain Revill. I have no personal knowledge of Jack Ruby 
being involved in gambling or in his clubs. 

Mr. Purdy. Were organized criminal elements present in Dallas 
in the 1950’s and early 1960’s? 

Captain Revill. I am sure they were. 

Mr. Purdy. To your knowledge, was Jack Ruby associated with 
such activity, generally, and in Dallas, in particular? 

Captain Revill. Are you referring to organized crime, Jack 
Ruby’s involvement? 

Mr. Purdy. Yes. 

Captain Revill. I have no information that Jack Ruby was in- 
volved in organized crime in Dallas. 
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Mr. Purdy. Did you have any knowledge of Jack Ruby's associ- 
ations with any gamblers or anyone else involved with illegal 
activity? 

Captain Revill. Jack Ruby was the type of person who would 
have been acquainted with persons involved in gambling activities 
and other criminal activities, but as far as Jack Ruby being active- 
ly engaged or a member of any groups, no, nothing to indicate this. 

Mr. Purdy. Did you have knowledge of any particular close 
associations between Jack Ruby and anyone associated with crimi- 
nal activity? 

Captain Revill. No information that would indicate that he was 
actively engaged. I am sure that he was acquainted with certain 
individuals who would have been involved in these type activities 
due to the nature of his nightclub business. 

Mr. Purdy. Did you know Lewis McWillie? 

Captain Revill. I know Lewis McWillie by name. 

Mr. Purdy. What was his reputation in Dallas? 

Captain Revill. Professional gambler, a bookmaker. 

Mr. Purdy. Were you aware of his relationship with Jack Ruby? 

Captain Revill. Not at that time. 

Mr. Purdy. When did you learn of that relationship? 

Captain Revill. Since this particular committee has been in 
session. 

Mr. Purdy. You didn't learn of it pursuant to the investigation 
by the Dallas Police Department into the assassination? 

Captain Revill. No, sir. 

Mr. Purdy. Did you know Jack Ruby personally? 

Captain Revill. Yes, sir, I had known Jack Ruby since 1953. 

Mr. Purdy. What was the nature of your relationship with Jack 
Ruby? 

Captain Revill. No relationship whatsoever other than a profes- 
sional relationship of a police officer to an individual such as Jack 
Ruby. 

Mr. Purdy. Did you ever visit any of his clubs? 

Captain Revill. I was in one club in 1953, the old Silver Spur 
Club in South Dallas. That was the only occasion I was ever in one 
of his clubs. 

Mr. Purdy. What was your personal impression of Jack Ruby? 

Captain Revill. Jack Ruby was a baffoon. He liked the limelight. 
He was highly volatile. He liked to be recognized with people, and I 
would sav this to this committee: if Jack Ruby was a member of 
organized crime, then the personnel director of organized crime 
should be replaced. 

Mr. Purdy. Why do you say that? 

Captain Revill. Knowing Jack Ruby to be a baffoon. 

Mr. Purdy. Was your impression of Jack Ruby shared by other 
members of the Dallas Police Department? 

Captain Revill. It was shared by members of the intelligence 
unit. 

Mr. Purdy. What was the source of your impression that Jack 
Ruby was a hothead? 

Captain Revill. Reputation. 

Mr. Purdy. Were there any specific instances that you were told 
about that led you to believe that the reputation was accurate? 
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Captain Revill. Where he had become involved in altercations at 
his clubs, where he had physically ejected people. Jack Ruby was 
hot tempered and was quick to fight or become involved in alterca- 
tions. 

Mr. Purdy. What was Jack Ruby’s reputation among the busi- 
ness community in Dallas? 

Captain Revill. I don’t know that he had a reputation among 
the business community per se. He was probably known among the 
club owners who operated similar operations but as far as being 
known among the business community, I dare say that he was not 
known. 

Mr. Purdy. Would you say the Jack Ruby had an unusually close 
relationship with members of the Dallas Police Department? 

Captain Revill. Listening to testimony here this morning, it 
would indicate that Jack Ruby was known by all of the police 
officers. I take exception to that in that I have been there almost 
28 years and my particular unit was housed in the Special Services 
Bureau section. Jack Ruby would have had to come to that office to 
renew licenses such as a cabaret license, beer license, et cetera, and 
I dare say that I would see him no more than maybe twice a year 
and I don’t recall seeing Jack Ruby in the Police and Courts 
Building that often. 

Mr. Purdy. Did Jack Ruby receive any benefits or favors from 
members of the police department in their treatment of him? 

Captain Revill. I sincerely hope not. 

Mr. Purdy. Was there any problem with members of the Dallas 
Police Department performing or receiving favors from club 
owners? 

Captain Revill. No, none that I know of. 

Mr. Purdy. Was there any problem with Jack Ruby in this 
respect? 

Captain Revill. No, sir, I have no knowledge of Jack Ruby 
bestowing gifts and favors upon police officers. 

Mr. Purdy. Was Jack Ruby ever used as an informant by the 
Dallas Police Department? 

Captain Revill. He was not used as an informant by the intelli- 
gence unit. Whether or not Jack Ruby was used as a source of 
information, and there is a difference, this I don't know. 

Mr. Purdy. To what extent is it possible that Jack Ruby was the 
source of information to units other than yours? 

Captain Revill. Jack Ruby could have provided information to 
the members of the vice section who called upon his club, who 
conducted surveillances or visits into his clubs, but I have no 
knowledge, personal knowledge of this occurring. 

Mr. Purdy. Have any officers told you that this exchange of 
information took place? 

Captain Revill. No, sir. 

Mr. Purdy. Did the FBI provide the Dallas Police Department 
with the identities of or information concerning the FBI infor- 
mants in the 1950's and early 1960's? 

Captain Revill. No, sir, they did not. 

Mr. Purdy. Were you aware that the FBI had contact with Jack 
Ruby in 1959 to try to develop an informant relationship with him? 

Captain Revill. No, sir. 
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Mr. Purdy. Would you expect that you would known that infor- 
mation? 

Captain Revill. No, sir. They would have not known my infor- 
mants and I would not have known theirs. 

Mr. Purdy. Approximately how many officers would you say 
knew Jack Ruby? You say they all didn't. Approximately how 
many did know him? 

Captain Revill. In 1963, we had approximately 1,200 officers 
with the Dallas Police Department. I would say that those officers 
who knew Jack Ruby were nonuniform personnel, with the excep- 
tion of the officers assigned to the various beats where his clubs 
were geographically located. Consequently, we are talking about 
members of the vice section, narcotics section, the intelligence 
section, approximately 60 men in that bureau. Members of the 
burglary and theft unit would probably have known Jack Ruby. 
Some members of homicide and robbery may have known him. So 
we are probably speaking in the area of 100 to 150 people, officers, 
who would have known Jack Ruby, and this includes uniform 
officers also. 

Mr. Purdy. As I am sure you know, Jack Ruby was present in 
the police headquarters on a number of occasions during the week- 
end following the assassination of President Kennedy. To your 
knowledge, was his presence ever challenged by any member of the 
Dallas Police Department? 

Captain Revill. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Purdy. Why do you think this was the case? Do you think it 
was because he was known to so many officers? 

Captain Revill. I have no way of knowing why he was not 
challenged except that the police and courts building was not se- 
cured during the day of the assassination of Mr. Kennedy. The 
following day, which was Saturday, November 23, it was not se- 
cured, and on the date of Ruby's assassination of Lee Harvey 
Oswald, the only area that I have knowledge of that was supposed 
to be secured was the basement area where the transfer of Mr. 
Oswald was to take place. 

Mr. Purdy. Was anyone punished for the lax security present in 
the police department headquarters during that weekend? 

Captain Revill. Not to my knowledge. One man who currently 
serves as my administrative sergeant feels that he was maligned 
due to his activities. This is Sgt. Roy Gene Vaughn, who at that 
time was a uniform patrolman who was assigned to the ramp on 
Main Street leading into the basement of the city hall, and Ser- 
geant Vaughn has told me that he feels that he was punished in 
that his efficiency, his personal evaluation, numerical score, was 
cut a couple of points, and that is the only thing I have ever heard. 

Mr. Purdy. So other than the issue of Jack Ruby's access to the 
police basement on this Sunday morning, no one else was punished 
for the lax security that was in effect in police headquarters during 
that whole weekend? 

Captain Revill. I have no knowledge of anyone being punished. 

Mr. Purdy. Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions. 

Chairman Stokes. Thank you, counsel. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Sawyer, 
for such time as he may consume. 
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Mr. Sawyer. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I am really substituting for Mr. Dodd, who has to be over testify- 
ing before the Rules Committee at this moment, so I have a list of 
questions he was going to ask and I will do my best to handle 
them. 

One thing I am particularly interested in, or Mr. Dodd is, is the 
access or how Ruby came to get into the basement of the police 
station at the time of the assassination. Do I understand correctly 
that the three officers in a car right at the ramp did not see him 
come down the ramp? 

Captain Revill. If I recall correctly, I believe there has been 
previous testimony from those particular officers. Sir, if I might 
explain something here or elaborate. As counsel said, I was as- 
signed by Chief Curry to an investigative team to determine how 
Ruby gained access to the basement of the city hall, to determine if 
there was any complicity on the part of any officers as to their 
involvement, and if I may elaborate on the findings of this particu- 
lar group, I would be happy to do so at this time. 

Mr. Sawyer. Yes, I would like to have that. 

Captain Revill. I believe the committee has a chart. This partic- 
ular chart represents a facsimile of the basement of the police and 
courts building and at the top left you will see what appears to be 
a ramp. 

Mr. Fithian. Would it be possible to have him 

Captain Revill. This will be much better. 

Mr. Fithian. There is a microphone over there. 

Chairman Stokes. Also, may we have counsel identify the 
exhibit? 

Mr. Purdy. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask at this time that 
this photographic blowup of the Warren Commission diagram of 
the police basement be entered into the record at this time as JFK 
exhibit F-568. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, it may be entered into the 
record at this point. 

[The above-referred-to JFK exhibit F-568 follows:] 
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BASEMENT 

Dallas Police Department, Dallas, Texas 

MAIN STREET 


HASEMENT HALL 



COMMERCE STREET 

COMMISSION EXHIBIT NO. 2179 
JFK Exhibit F-568 
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Mr. Purdy. It would be appropriate also at this time to enter 
into the record as JFK exhibit F-567 the report of the special unit 
on which Captain Revill served. 

Chairman Stokes. Without objection, it may be entered into the 
record at this point. 

[The above-referred-to JFK exhibit F-567 follows:] 

JFK Exhibit F-567 



-~<77=M "I’ 

■vvl •>.: ’’ - ^ . December 19, 1963 


Mr* J* E- Curry 
Chief of Police 


Sin 

Pursuant to your instructions of November 29, 19&3, 
the unit assigned has completed an investigation 
of the Operational Security involving the transfer 
of Lee Harvey Oswald on November 24, 1963- 


A summary of the investigation, along v*ith an indexed 
complete investigative report, plus exhibits is for- 
warded under separate cover* 



Respectfully submitted. 
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Mr. J. E. Curry 
Chief of Police 


December 16, 1963 



Subject: Investigation of the Operational Security* 

Involving the Transfer of Lee Harvey Oswald 
on November 2k, 1963. ■ 


Sir: 

The investigative team which you appointed on November 29, 1963* 
to make this investigation wishes to submit the following, report r 

Security was set up In the basement parking area of the City Hall 
at approximately 9 a.m. on Sunday, November 2)v, 1963. (See 
attachments) 

The basement was searched and guards placed at all entrances* 

All unauthorized personnel were removed from the area. .Security 
personnel and news media were then allowed to enter the basement. 

An armored truck was ordered and arrived at the Commerce Street * 
ramp at approximately 11:00 a.m. It was backed 6nto the ramp. 

The truck did not have sufficient clearance to be taken to the 
bottom of the ramp. The driver believed the truck might Btall. 
due to the weight if it was placed on the incline. It was then 
decided to leave the truck at the top of the Commerce Street 
ramp with the rear -sJieels on the incline and the front wheels 
on the sidewalk of the Commerce Street side of the City Hall. 

The Jail Office corridor outside the Jail Office and the ramp 
area South of the Southeast comer of the Jail Office was 
cleared of everyone except security officers. 

Plans were changed and Lieutenant R. S. Pierce drove a squad 
car out of the basement area and out the Main Street ramp. He 
was accompanied by Sergeants J. A. Putnam and B. J. Maxey. They 
cade a left tu^n on Main Street, a left turn on Harwood Street 
and a left turn on Commerce Street. They were intending to lead 
the armored truck to the County Jail. The armored truck was to 
be a decoy and the prisoner was to be transferred in a plain car. 

Detective Charles Brown drove a plain car on the Commerce Street 
ramp toward the armored truck* Detective C. N. Dhority then drove 
another plain car on the ramp behind Detective* Charles Brown* s car. 
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Detective C* N* Dhority was in the process of backing the car- he 
was driving into- position adjacent to the 'Jail Office entrance, - ? 
when the prisoner was brought out of the Jail Office by Detectives 
J* R. Leavells and L # C # Graves,, preceded by Captain J* W* Frit a 
and Lieutenant R. E. Swain* They were followed by Detective L*. D^ 
Montgomery. The prisoner had. taken a few steps toward the car*. 

Jack Ruby apparently was standing about 10 or 12 feet from the 
Southeast corner of the Jail Office, at tho bottom of the Main 
Street Ramp near the pipe railing. Ruby lunged forward from a 
position between acting Detective W. J, Harrison and Robert S*. 

Huf faker, Jr*, a newsman .for KRLD-T.V* Ruby approached lee Harvey 
Oswald with a revolver extended and fired one shot into Oswald 
below the rib cage on the left side. 

The shot was fired at approximately 11:20 a.m* Ruby was iwmedi— 
ately arrested. Lee Harvey Oswald expired at Parkland Hospital 
at 1:07 p.m. ** 

This group interrogated 123 persons during the course of this 
investigation. This included 20 patrolmen, 21 reserves, 30 
detectives, 19 supervisors, 13 reporters, 11 cameramen and 9 
civilians. Most of the officers were assigned to provide 
security and the reporters and cameramen were in the basement 
at the time of the transfer. Only one of the. civilians inter- 
rogated was in the basement at the time and this was Jack Rubyv 

YFe have obtained the names of 10 newsmen that were in the base- 
ment that we have not been able to interview. VJe were able to 
determina there were approximately 10 members of the news media 
in the basement Whose identity we have not been able to deter- 
mine* It is believed these are newspaper correspondents repre- 
senting publications from other areas of the country and even 
other countries. Time and money made the running down of these 
people inadvisable at this time, particularly since it is not be- 
lieved that any of them could throw additional light on. this matter* 

Numerous side investigations which grew out of this investigation 
were also cade. A separate report covering these incidents will 
be submitted. 

We are convinced that our investigation has established to a 
reasonable certainty that Jack Leon Ruby entered the basement 
from the Main Street ramp and that no collusion existed between 


- 79 - 


41-373 O 


37 



578 


Page 3 

him and any police officer or member of the press; that-hia - 
entrance into the basement at this particular time was the 
result of a series of unfortunate coincidences >hich caused 
a momentary breakdown in the security measures adopted* We 
are also convinced that Ruby was in the basement for a 
maximum of 2 minutes with a strong possibility that it was 
only 5 to 10 seconds prior to the shooting of Lee Harvey 
Oswald* 

The following evidence led us to the above conclusion: 

1, Exhibit BB 

A* Lieutenants Jack Revill and P* C* McCaghren inter- 
viewed Mr. Doyal Lana of 6549 Lake Circle, TAI-O 56 O 
at the Western Union Telegraph Company located at 
Main and Pearl Expressway in Dallas, Texas. 

1. Mr. Lane is a supervisor for the Western Union 
Telegraph Company and was on duty at this 
location on November 24, 1963* At 11:16 a.nu 
Jack Ruby sent a $25*00 Money Order to an 
employee, Karen Bennett, Ft. Worth, r Texas and 
was given a receipt which was stamped with the 
time (11:16 a.m.) , 

2« Mr. Lane was shown several photographs and he 
readily picked the photograph of Jack Ruby from 
these and stated that he knew Jack Ruby inasmuch 
as Ruby had seat several telegrams in the past* 

XI. Exhibit DD • * 

A. Shows a distance of 339' 6” from the Westernmost 
doorway at the Western Union Office to the center 
of the ramp leading into the basement of the City 
Hall from Main Street. 

B* Shows a distance of 99 ? from the center of the 
sldewald down the Main Street Ramp to a line 
running East from the Southeast comer of the 
Jail Office* 



579 


Pago 4 



C* Shows a distance of l6 ! from the Easternmost, point 
of lino mentioned in B above to point “where Lee^ 
Oswald was shot* 

D. Total minimum distance Ruby would have 1 6 travel to 
arrive at spot of shooting from doorway of Western 
Union equals 454 f 6"* 

III* Exhibit B3 

A. Lieutenants Jack Revili and P* G> Mccaghren on 
November 29, 1963, checked the time required to 
walk from inside the Western Union Office to the 
spot of the shooting in the basement of the City 
Hall* 

1* It takes 1 minute and 13 seconds to walk this 
distance to the entrance of the Main Street 
ramp* 

2* It requires another 22. seconds to walk down the. 
ramp from Main Street to the location where 
Oswald was shot* 

3* Total tine required was 1 minute and 35 seconds* 
IV. Exhibit CC 

A* Lieutenants C. C* Wallace and P. G* KcCaghren used 
a stop watch checking time required to walk .from 
entrance of Western Union to location of Lee Oswald 
at time of shooting. Time required was 1 minute 
and 16 seconds. 

B. It requires 10 seconds or more to go from the desk 
in the Western Union Office to the sidewalk outside 
the office* 

C* Total time required was 1 minute and twenty-six 
seconds* 
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V. Tima of Shooting 

A. Patrolman Willie B. Slack (Attachment 91) called ; 
dispatcher for doctor and ambulance* 

‘ 1* Dispatcher called O'Neal Funeral Home on 
"Hot Line" for ambulance. 

(a) Funeral home logged call at 11:21 a.m., 

November 24, 1963- 

(b) Funeral Home advised dispatcher to radio 
Ambulance 605 vbo was on the air*. 

2* Dispatcher notified Ambulance 605 at 11:22 a.uu 
November 24, 1963. (Exhibit BB) -(Exhibit EE) 

B. Statements by Ruby - Attachment 90. 

1* To Lieutenants Jack Uevill and F. I. Cornwall 
that he sent a telegram at 11:16 and did not 
speak to anyone in the basement prior to the 
shooting* 

2* To Detective D. R, Archer (Attachment 2)* 

"At this time P. T. Dean asked the suspect, 

F-uby, 'Jack, how did you get in the basement? 1 
Ruby replied, 'You guys'll never believe this, 
but a little girl who works for me had called and 
asked that I send her some money to Ft*. Worth. 

I bad left my apartment, gone to Western. Union * 
at Main and the Expressway, and wired her $25*00. 

I left there and noticed the crowd around the 
City Hall. I walked up that way, thinking X 
night get a chance to see Oswald. As X reached 
the ramp that leads to the basement, I noticed 
Sam Pierce pull up from the ramp in a black car. 

The officer standing there turned to either 
answer a question or say something to Sam*. -I 
don't know. As he did this, I walked down the 
ramp'.' 1 

Mr* Forrest Sorrells of the U. S. Secret Service 

was believed to be present at the time this statement 
was made to Sergeant Dean. 



3* To Detective B* S c Clardy (Attachment ly)*- * 

"When asked why he shot Lee Oswald, Ruby- 
replied, 1 Somebody had to do it, Ya’ll 
couldn’t* • Re said it was a spur of the 
moment thing and it was a million to one chance 
that he got down there at the actual time Oswald 
was brought down 1 * 

4* To Sergeant P* T* Dean (Attachment 27)«- 

‘•’After Mr* Sorrells interrogated the subject X 
questioned Ruby as to how he had entered the 
basement and the length of time he had been 
there* Ruby then stated to me in the presence 
of Mr* Sorrells that he had entered the base- 
ment through the ramp entering on Main Street, 

He further stated that he would estimate his 
total time as about 3 minutes before the 
detectives brought Oswald into his view, then 
he immediately shot him (Oswald)*” 

5* To Detective T* D. McMillon (Attachment 74)*- 

”We talced to him when we got to the fifth 
floor* On the fifth floor Ruby was asked how 
he got to the basement* He replied that he 
ceme from the Western Onion Office where he 
wired a girl in Ft* Worth some money* He said 
he saw Rio Pierce drive out of the basement* 

He walked past the policeman standing there* 

He said a policeman hollered at him, but tie 
ducked his head and kept going* He said that 
he knew he could always act like a reporter* 

He also said, t Xa*ll wont believe this, but I 
didn’t have this planned* I couldn’t have 
timed it so perfect. 1 He said just .as he got 
there, Oswald was coming out*” 

6, To Patrolman VI* J* Harrison (Attachment 45) 

” *Iou all know ms, I’m Jack Ruby 1 ** One officer 
asked him vhy he did it, and he answered ’X 
hope I killed the 
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VI* Car driven wrong way up Kain Street Ramp. 

A* lieutenant R. S. Pierce, Sergeant Putnam and 

Sergeant Kamey were in car. (Attachments 66 
end 69.) 


1* All statements state shooting occurred between 
time car left Kain Street Ramp and arrival at 
Commerce Street Ramp. 

lieutenants C. C. Wallace and P. G. KcCaghreh 4 ] 

interviewed Hr. Fritz Kuler of KRLD-TV. (Attach- * ^ 
meat 62 ) Kr* Kuler stated the video tape wAs 
continuous* The time recorded on the video machine^ 
of elapsed time from passage of lieutenant Pierce* s 
car in front of the TV camera until the sound of the 
shot was 56 seconds. This was checked twice* 


VH. Officer R. E. Vaughn - Attachment 102* 

A* Assigned to Main Street Ramp of City Hall* 

B. Instructed by Sergeant P* T. Dean to guard the 
North- Ramp. 

C. Officer Vaughn questioned several people and admitted 
a city mechanic and 1 reporter* 

D* Stepped out into Main Street to stop traffic and 
allow lieutenant Pierce to make left turn onto Main- 
Street* 


E. Saw former Officer N. J* Daniels at Main Street Ramp* 

F. Saw former shine-boy from locker room, Wilbert Ray 
Jonas at Main Street Reap* 


G. Polygraph test showed truthful answers on all pertinent 
questions. 

VIII. Statement of N. J* Daniels — Attachment 23* 

A. Saw nan enter Main Street Ramp, 
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B. Gave description of man* 

C. Said man entered between himself and Officer 
Vaughn and the officer looked at him but did not * 
stop him, 

D. Polygraph test showed untruthfulness on all. 
pertinent questions that were answered.. 

IX* Statement of Wilbert Ray Jones - Attachment 57 

Had gone to parking lot at Commerce and Harwood at 
time of shot* 

X* Statement of Reserve Officer W* J* Newman — 

Attachment 79* ' 

Reserve Officer Newnan saw someone running down the 
Main Street Ramp but could not definitely say the * 
time* He believes it was about 1 minute before the 
. shooting* 

XI. Statement of Reserve Officer Sergeant Kenneth Croy *- 
Attachmait 21. 

This officer gives description of man he believes to 
have been Jack Ruby, that was at foot of Main Street 
Ramp a while before the shooting. (Investigating. 
Officers have determined that Robert Huf faker, KRLD-TV 
newsman was in this area at the time, and his clothes 
were identical to the clothing described by this 
officer.) 

XII. Statements of Detectives B* L. Beaty and J* D* 
Hutchinson — Attachments 1 and 52. 

These two detectives were stationed at the double 
doors leading into the City Hall from the basement- 
parking area for more than 10 minutes before the 
shooting. They both knew Jack Ruby and neither saw him 
in the basement prior to the shooting. They say Ruby 
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did not enter the basement area from the double doors 
from the Jail Office of the Police and Courts Building*. 

i 

XIII. Statements of Sergeant Putnam, Reserve Captain Arnett 
and Reserve Lieutenant McCoy. - Attachments 66 > 3 and 
72. 

These officers statements are regarding the search of 
the basement parking area and rang >3 and screening of 
personnel in area. 

XIV. Newpapeir^articlg in Pallas Times Herald, Sunday, 
December 8 , 19&3* Statements of Darvrln Payne, David 
Hughes and Sergeant P. T. Dean. - Attachments 8 2A, 

50A and 27. ' 

The^article ^alleged^ that-a* Dallas Poy.ce J}f f±c erf a aw/ 

. . JackrRuby' as> he - came* down^h’eP Main^Street Rampl 

r Sergeant'D^an~deni ed the allegation and the at at cm ents . 
of it he -reporters and theirr notes show a presumption of ? - 
the"f act- notvconf irmed by^the^evidenceT 

XV. Statement of Officer V/* J* Harrison - Attachments 
45 and S4-B. 

Jack Ruby came from this officer’s left side when he 
plunged forward to shoot Oswald. 

* 

Polygraph test by Detective P. L. Bentley shows that 
Officer Harrison did not see Ruby piior to the exit of 
Oswald from the Jail Office and did not recognize Ruby* 
until instant shot was fired* 

XVI* Security check of newsmen vho entered the basement* 

. AH members of the press who were interviewed stated 
their credentials were checked upon entering the base- 
ment, or that they knew the officers personally that 
admitted them to the basement. 
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XVII. Use of Press Pass by Jack Ruby. l' 

A. Statement by Eva Grant that she believed her 
brother had a Press Pass# See Exhibit 39-A.- 

B. Statement by Hr. Thad Ricks (Attachment 90) 
that no State Fair Pass was issued to Ruby. 

C. Negative report from all officers and news 
media regarding seeing Ruby with a Press Pass. 

D. An introductory card was found in Ruby’s auto- 
mobile glove compartment from former Judge Glen 
Byrd introducing the bearer as Jack Ruby and 
expressing appreciation for any help given 
bearer. (In Property Room) 

XVIII* Conclusion: 

A. This investigative team believes that Jack Ruby 
entered the Main Street ramp as the car did. von by 
Lieutenant Rio Pierce was leaving the basement. 
Patrolman R. E. Vaughn wag the only officer 
guarding the Main Street ramp at this time, and he 
had stepped into Main Street to halt traffic in 
order that Lieutenant Pierce could make a left 
turn onto Main Street. 

B. We also feel it should be noted that no officer 
interviewed knew the time that Oswald wa3 to be 
brorght to the basement. The car that was to be 
used for the transfer was still in process of 
backing into position when Oswald was led from 
the Jail Office (Attachments 37 and 77) 

C. The still pictures (Attachments 6-A and 53-A) 
show many of the detectives with their eyes on 
Oswald at the moment of the shooting, and not 
watching the viewers who were across the North 
Ranp and on the East side of the ramp 



The bright lights illuminating area for the TV" 
cameras were centered on the area adjacent to 
the Jail Office, making it difficult for the 
officers who were facing the lights and cameras 
to observe any movements originating from the 
Northeast side of the ramp. •. _ . 

D* These officers had been instructed to fora two lines 
from the Jail Office door to the vehicle to be used 
for the transfer and to close in behind the pris- 
oner* (See Attachments 4, 16, 18, 41, 52, 66, 87 
and 104) 


E. Exhibits 24r&, 43-A, GG & HH are sound films taken, 
from video tape of the shooting* 

F. Exhibit 84 is a silent film, of the shooting*. 


The other members of this Unit, lieutenants C, C* Wallace, 
Jack Revill, F* I* Cornwall, P, G* KcCaghren . and Detective 
K. M* Hart concur with the statements in this report*. 



W. R, Westbrook 
Captain of Police 
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Mr. Sawyer. Proceed. 

Captain Revill. This particular committee was comprised of In- 
spector Herbert Sawyer, Captain Westbrook, Capt. O. A. Jones, 
myself, a Lt. Paul McCaghren, Lt. Frank Cornwall, Lt. Cecil Wal- 
lace, and initially a detective, one of my subordinates in the intelli- 
gence unit, H. M. Hart, and as I said, it was our function to 
investigate the shooting of Mr. Oswald by Mr. Ruby. 

One phase of the particular investigation indicated that at 11:16 
a.m. on the date of the shooting of Oswald, Ruby had sent a wire to 
Fort Worth — 11:16 a.m. It is my understanding that the shooting of 
Mr. Oswald by Ruby was 11:20 a.m., some 4 minutes later. The 
Western Union Building is to the east of the police and courts 
building. The distance from the counter or table where he sent this 
wire to the young lady in Fort Worth was approximately 454 feet 
from that counter to the location where he shot Mr. Oswald. 

Using a tape measure and a stop watch, we determined that it 
involved approximately 1 minute and 35 seconds to cover the dis- 
tance from the Western Union to the location of the shooting. So it 
was pretty close timing there for Ruby to have gained entrance to 
the basement of city hall. 

If he sent the teletype or telegram or wire at 11:16 a.m. and the 
shooting occurred at 11:20 a.m. some 4 minutes elapsed, and we can 
account for approximately 1 minute and one half, 1 minute and 30 
seconds from the time he left Western Union. 

Now, I will bring something up at this time. I personally con- 
ducted that investigation, Lieutenant McCaghren and I. We are 
basing the times on the statement of the Western Union employee, 
who says that Ruby sent this wire at 11:16, and this is verified by a 
date time stamp. 

In talking to this individual, McCaghren and I questioned him as 
to whether or not he actually date time stamped it automatically 
or immediately. He said, yes; he did because that was procedure. 
But that doubt was always in my mind. It is possible there was 
some time lapse in that maybe he didn't do this at the time 
because this was a part of the procedure, yes, he said he did it. So 
who knows? 

But using the physical evidence that we found, using the date 
time stamp of 11:16, and Mr. Oswald being shot at 11:20, you have 
a period of 4 minutes. 

Mr. Sawyer. Can you show us where the automobile containing 
the three officers was located? 

Captain Revill. Yes, this automobile had already cleared the 
ramp. It went the wrong way. This is Main Street here, and the 
normal course of travel, it is one-way ramp into the basement of 
the city hall off of Main Street, and you exit one way on to 
Commerce Street. 

Officer Roy Vaughn was assigned at the ramp to prevent anyone 
entering the ramp. 

Now, something else that came to my attention in June, and it 
took me by surprise. Roy Vaughn, I have complete confidence in 
his integrity, and credibility. He was assigned to that ramp. As 
part of the investigation, I submitted Roy Vaughn to a polygraph 
examination. He passed the polygraph examination. He did not 
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knowingly permit Jack Ruby entrance into the basement of the 
city hall. This is verified by polygraph. 

In June of this year, one of the staff investigators was in Dallas 
and Roy Vaughn, who is Sergeant Vaughn, who I mentioned, is 
now my administrative sergeant, told me that he had talked to a 
Sgt. Don Flusche, who is still with the Dallas Police Department. 
Don Flusche was a sergeant assigned to the Northeast at the time 
of the assassination. Sergeant Vaughn reported to me that Don 
Flusche on that Sunday morning, had parked across the street 
from the police and courts building, stood outside his car with the 
door open monitoring the radio, just watching. 

He further told me that Flusche says that he knew Jack Ruby, 
knew him personally, that Jack Ruby did not come down Main 
Street and enter the ramp of the city hall. That took me by 
surprise. 

Mr. Moriarty, one of the staff investigators, was there, I called 
Sergeant Flusche to my office and he relayed that same informa- 
tion to both of us. So if that be true, then maybe Mr. Ruby did not 
enter the basement that way. It tends to dispute the findings of the 
investigative team I was assigned to. I don't know. That is the 
truth. 

Mr. Sawyer. That would be consistent with the testimony of the 
three officers that drove up that ramp, too. 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir; it would. 

Mr. Sawyer. They had not seen him, either? 

Mr. Revill. There are also two other alternatives, and it is a 
possibility. After determining that information from Sergeant 
Flusche, Mr. Moriarity and I personally, walked to the basement of 
city hall and I found some more steps. I have been there in that 
building off and on almost 28 years, and I didn't know the steps 
were there; never paid any attention to them. There is another set 
of steps here that lead into the basement of city hall. 

Mr. Sawyer. From where? 

Mr. Revill. From the first floor of the municipal building. The 
municipal building, at that time, was the city hall. The city hall, or 
municipal building and the police and courts building are two 
separate buildings, although they are connected. 

Mr. Sawyer. Is there a door, there, too? 

Mr. Revill. There is a door leading out of the basement into 
some steps. You can go to the first floor of the municipal building. 

Mr. Sawyer. And the first floor of the municipal building, I 
presume, was not secured at all? 

Mr. Revill. On Sundays, or weekends, it is normally locked. 
Now, whether or not it was secured on that day, sir; I do not know. 
But the Western Union Building is here. Midway between Har- 
wood Street and Central Expressway South, the Western Union 
Building sits on the corner of Main and Central Expressway South. 
The police and courts building sits up at the corner of Harwood 
and Main. There is an alleyway that runs parallel to Harwood. 

Midway between Commerce and Main Street, there is an en- 
trance to the Municipal Building. Today, that door has a dead bolt 
lock. Now, what it had in 1963, I don't know. It could have had a 
panic lock; who knows. I don't know. 
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Another alternative is rather than coming down Main Street at 
all, Ruby could have come Central Expressway to an alleyway that 
runs midway between Commerce and Main Street and walked 
right into the area and it would not affect the timing at all. So, it 
still falls within the time frame of 4 minutes. 

Mr. Sawyer. Was that door and steps from the municipal build- 
ing secured or guarded in any way? 

Mr. Revill. At one time, I am told by members of the staff, there 
had been a police reserve officer here, but prior to Mr. Oswald 
being brought out, this officer had been reassigned. I am just 
quoting one of your staff members. I was not present at the loca- 
tion that day. 

Mr. Sawyer. Was there any other way he could have had access 
to the basement other than the two you have shown us? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir; he could have come through the police and 
courts building into the main hallway, but it is my understanding 
that this was secured by uniformed officers and plain clothes per- 
sonnel. 

Mr. Sawyer. Did you ever ask Jack Ruby following this how he 
got into the basement? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir; I did. On December 1, Lieutenant Cornwall 
and I went to the Dallas County jail and interviewed Jack Ruby. 

Jack refused to discuss with us his entrance or access into the 
basement. He told us this would be a part of his defense tactics. 
Again, on December 3, I interviewed Jack Ruby and he repeated 
the same thing. He refused to discuss how he gained entry into the 
basement. 

Mr. Sawyer. Do you have any hypothesis or any reason that you 
could conceive why he would’ t discuss this with you? 

Mr. Revill. None other than his statement to me that this was 
to be used as part of his defense. 

Mr. Sawyer. Might it be that he was protecting the identity of 
some people that might have let him in? 

Mr. Revill. That entered my mind at the time, sir. 

Mr. Sawyer. And he never said, he never said at any point that 
he did go down the ramp 

Mr. Revill. Not to me; no, sir. 

Mr. Sawyer. To your knowledge, did he tell anyone else that? 

Mr. Revill. I think I read some accounts in the newspapers that 
he had reported and he went down the ramp. But he never made 
this statement to me, sir. 

Mr. Sawyer. Where some of these officers that went up the ramp 
in the car given polygraph tests? 

Mr. Revill. No, sir 

Mr. Sawyer. Or otherwise checked out? 

Mr. Revill. No, sir. The three officers who went up the ramp 
were not given polygraphs. An additional officer was polygraphed. 
An Investigator Harrison who was standing in this area here, and 
the reason for the examination of Mr. Harrison was, in reviewing 
the films of the actual shooting of Oswald, it appeared as though 
Harrison looked over his left shoulder and Mr. Ruby was standing 
just to his left. So, with that in mind, we decided that he had to 
have seen him. We examined Harrison on the polygraph and he 
passed the polygraph. 
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This is possible, too, because major network stations had set up, I 
believe the correct terminology is klieg lights, bright TV lights 
here in this area. We re-enacted the scene and those particular 
lights completely blinded anyone who looked in their direction. 

Mr. Harrison did pass the polygraph examination that he did not 
see Jack Ruby to his immediate left just prior to the shooting of 
Mr. Oswald. 

Mr. Sawyer. Were any of the other officers given polygraphs? 

Mr. Revill. Those were the only two that I personally was 
involved in polygraphing, sir. In answer to your question, I don't 
know of any other officers. 

Mr. Sawyer. Did any of them, who were given polygraphs, fail 
the polygraphs? 

Mr. Revill. There was one other officer who took a polygraph 
examination. I had nothing to do with that. A former Dallas offi- 
cer, Napoleon Daniels, was standing at the top of the ramp. It is 
my understanding he made a statement that he saw Ruby enter 
the basement by the ramp and that Roy Vaughn, who was assigned 
to that post, looked at him, nodded to him and permitted him to 
enter. 

Mr. Daniels was subsequently administered a polygraph exami- 
nation and he flunked the examination. 

Mr. Sawyer. Was that ever followed up with any further ques- 
tioning of him? 

Mr. Revill. I did not question him, no, sir. 

Mr. Sawyer. To your knowledge, did anyone else? 

Mr. Revill. No, sir, not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Sawyer. But it was a conclusion, then, of your special inves- 
tigative unit that Ruby had come down the ramp, but I infer now 
you have some reservations. 

Mr. Revill. The conclusion, at the time, was that Mr. Ruby had 
entered the ramp of the city hall here. Based on information that 
just came to my attention in June of this year from Sergeant 
Flusche — there might be a doubt. As I said, I have complete confi- 
dence in Mr. Flusche’s integrity and credibility. 

Mr. Sawyer. There have been some statements that some guards 
were removed from the interior door about 20 to 30 minutes before 
the shooting had occurred. Were you aware of that? 

Mr. Revill. I found that out yesterday, sir. 

Mr. Sawyer. Just yesterday? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sawyer. Do you know anything about that? 

Mr. Revill. Nothing other than what one of your attorneys told 
me. I was not present at this location on the date of November 24. I 
was home. 

Mr. Sawyer. Had there been any public announcement or any 
public information about the intention to transfer Oswald at the 
time? 

Mr. Revill. As I recall, the chief of police at that time, Jess 
Curry, publicly stated over the radio and TV that at 10 a.m. on 
Sunday the 24th, that Mr. Oswald would be moved. 

Mr. Sawyer. When you did find out that these guards were 
removed or had information to that effect, do you know who would 
have done that, or do you have any information? 
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Mr. Revill. I now know who did it, but I didn't at the time 
because I didn’t know they had been moved. 

Mr. Sawyer. Do you know who did it? Can you tell us? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir, I am told Sgt. P. T. Dean, a retired sergeant, 
removed them. 

Mr. Sawyer. Do you know why he removed them? 

Mr. Revill. No, sir, other than, again, going back to your coun- 
sel, he said they were moved or relocated to a position outside to 
work vehicular traffic. Again, that is based on your counsel. 

Mr. Sawyer. Was there ever any kind of finding as to negligence 
or otherwise on the protection of this area made by your unit? 

Mr. Revill. I think it is a foregone conclusion that there was 
negligence; we let the man get killed. But as far as being able to 
identify any one individual as being responsible or negligent, no, 
sir. 

Mr. Sawyer. And your special unit conducting the investigation 
made no finding of negligence on behalf of anyone? 

Mr. Revill. No, sir, in that the entire department was negligent. 

Mr. Sawyer. Did the Warren Commission, so far as you know, 
rely on your report to that effect? 

Mr. Revill. I don’t know, sir. 

Mr. Sawyer. But they were aware 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir, they had copies of all of the reports. 

Mr. Sawyer. I have nothing further at this time, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Stokes. You may resume your seat at the witness 
table, Captain. 

Mr. Revill. Thank you. 

Chairman Stokes. Captain Revill, did you attend the trial of 
Jack Ruby in Dallas? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir. The district attorney of Dallas County, Mr. 
Henry Wade, had myself and five of my investigators assigned to 
his office during the trial of Jack Ruby to assist him in preparing 
for prosecution. 

Chairman Stokes. In the course of the trial, was it not necessary 
to establish how Ruby had gotten into the basement of the police 
station? 

Mr. Revill. I never testified to that effect, sir. 

Chairman Stokes. No; but in terms of the prosecutor proving the 
crime, didn’t he have to offer evidence of that? 

Mr. Revill. I am sure he did. I was under the rule, and I was not 
inside the courtroom for the actual testimony. I do not recall who 
actually testified or addressed that particular facet. 

Chairman Stokes. In your capacity of helping the prosecution, 
you were kept out of the courtroom during the course of the trial? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Stokes. And then I assume, then, that you are not 
familiar with what the evidence was in the case relating to how he 
got into the police station? 

Mr. Revill. That is correct, sir, I am not familiar. 

Chairman Stokes. Are you familiar with whether or not a state- 
ment was taken from Jack Ruby by the police at the time of his 
arrest for the crime? 

Mr. Revill. A written statement or a verbal statement, sir? 

Chairman Stokes. Well, either one. 
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Mr. Revill. It is my understanding that shortly after the shoot- 
ing of Mr. Oswald, Ruby made some type of statement to members 
of the police department in the fifth floor jail, but I was not there, 
sir, and I don’t know exactly what he did say. 

Chairman Stokes. I see. 

Mr. Revill. It was a spontaneous statement, or something to 
that effect. 

Chairman Stokes. Let me ask counsel of the committee if they 
have a statement from Mr. Flusche for the record? I understand 
that Mr. Flusche’s statement to our committee was on June 7, 1978 
and has been identified as JFK exhibit F-569; is that correct? I ask 
unanimous consent that Mr. Flusche’s statement be entered into 
the record at this point. 

Without objection, so ordered. 

[The above-referred-to exhibit, exhibit JFK F-569, follows:] 



JFK Exhibit F-569 




INVESTIGATION INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 


Identifying Information: 


099S8H 



City/State_ 


Date of Birth 

^Social Security 

Bhysical Description : 
Heigh t S^ 0 tO ,t 


Date /£- 

Place TU 2 &L — ^rFv4MT 

327 jr??? -7/ 

Telephone 670 UJ 

M or S : 

Spouse 

Children 


Special Characteristics ’ 




41-373 0 - 79 - 38 
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KENNEDY 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON ASSASSINATIONS 

Name Don F. Flusche Date 6 7 78 Tim& i 4nn 

Address 2321 Globe Avenue Place cm the job ; 

Dallas, Texas 214 670 4405 (work) 

214 327 5777 

Interview: Interviewed Sgt. Flusche on the job today as he is as- 

signed to the Inspectional Services Section of the Dallas Police 
Department, at which time he advised he was standing alone on the 
Main Street sidewalk diagonally across the street from the DPD 
basement ramp. It was some time before noon and he observed 
Officer Roy Vaughn, whom he knew, at the ramp’s entrance on 11/24/6 
The sergeant had his cruiser parked to the curb with - 
the right front door opened on to the sidewalk area* He was 
listening to the Police Department radio (he was on duty) . Althoug) 
assigned to the "Northeast District" at the time, he was also 
working as the Watch Commander and had driven to Main Street to 
see if he could see Lee Harvey Oswald as he was moved to the Sher— - 
iff 's Office. 

He stood there long enough to see (Lt.j Rio Sam 
Pierce drive up the "in" ramp and Vaughn step towards the street* 

He was still there when the obvious commotion told 
him something was amiss in the basement. 

The street was void of pedestrians in the downtown . , 

Interviewer Signature 

Typed Signature Jack Moriartv : . 

Date transcribed June 28. 197 
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in the downtown section on this Sunday morning and he knows beyond 
any doubt in his mind, that Jack Ruby, whom he had known many years, 
did not walk down Main Street anywhere near that ramp.. 

Asked why he hasn’t mentioned this before, he ad- 
vised he did as soon as he found out what had happened. He im- 
mediately notified his superior, Lt . Knox. He didn’t hear any 
more about it until yesterday talking with Vaughn who asked him 
to mention it to me. 

Captain Jack Revill was present during this interview. 

X accompanied the Captain and Vaughn to the basement 
of this building where the LHO/Ruby scene is located and we 
examined the scene carefully. 

Close inspection reveals an alley separating the 
Police Headquarters building and the next building and the ad- 
joining building which ends the block. This last or third building 
also houses (and did in 1963) the Western Union office used by 
Ruby that Sunday morning. It is quite plausible that Ruby - or 
anyone else *- could walk from the corner building (Western Union) 
past the second building, turn left into the alley alongside the 
Police Headquarters and enter the Dallas Police Department by 
way of a side door, which leads to a stairway directly to the base- 
ment area where the shooting took place. 

While this possibility doesn’t alter any facts, it’s 
an alternate route which could have been utilized by Ruby and 
would have made a much less conspicuous entry possible. 
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Fleusche Interview Page three 

The timing and the distance would be within feet 
and seconds of the "ramp" version. 
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Chairman Stokes. The gentleman from North Carolina, Mr. 
Preyer. 

Mr. Preyer. Did you ever see Jack Ruby in jail after the trial? 

Mr. Revill. No, sir, not after the trial. 

Mr. Preyer. So, you didn’t see him again after the trial? 

Mr. Revill. No, sir, I saw him during the course of the trial, but 
I never had occasion to see him after the trial. 

Mr. Preyer. The only other question I wanted to be clear in my 
mind on, I understood you to say that he only, or you only saw 
Jack Ruby in your bureau, your office, say, twice a year? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir, this is correct. And I might explain that. 
The intelligence section was a part of the special service bureau 
which consisted of vice, narcotics and intelligence. We were located 
in room 217 of the police and courts building. 

In 1960, due to space limitations, the intelligence unit was phys- 
ically moved to a building located in the State fairgrounds. My 
daily activities would require that I make trips to and from the 
police and courts building, but my office was actually in the build- 
ing in the fairgrounds. 

Prior to that time, I was assigned to that bureau in 1954, August 
of 1954 I was assigned as detective to the narcotics unit and from 
1954 to 1960, I seldom saw Jack Ruby in that office except when he 
was in the process of renewing a license. 

Mr. Preyer. The only point I was getting at, I had the impres- 
sion that Ruby often visited police headquarters and brought sand- 
wiches to officers. Are you telling us that he didn’t do that, or are 
you telling us that he only visited your particular department that 
you knew about a couple of times? 

Mr. Revill. I am telling you that I have no knowledge of Ruby’s 
frequent visits to the police and courts building of delivering sand- 
wiches, et cetera. 

Mr. Preyer. You are just telling us you don’t have knowledge of 
that; you are not saying that didn’t happen? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir, I might also add my normal duty hours 
were daytime hours, that Ruby was probably a night-time person, 
and he could have done this during the evening hours. I have no 
personal knowledge of it. 

Mr. Preyer. Thank you, Captain. 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. The 
gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Devine. 

Mr. Devine. I just want to inquire in one area, Captain. This 
sergeant, Don Flusche 

Mr. Revill. Flusche. 

Mr. Devine. I understand he was standing outside his cruiser 
with the door open listening or monitoring 

Mr. Revill. His radio. 

Mr. Devine [continuing]. His radio. Was he standing on the 
offside, the right side of the vehicle? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir, he would have been standing on the right 
side of the automobile parked across the street from the police and 
courts building. 

Mr. Devine. So that his automobile was between the officer and 
the entrance to the ramp? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir, he was standing on the curb. 
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Mr. Devine. Yes; I believe you said he knows beyond any doubt 
in his mind that Jack Ruby, whom he had known many years, did 
not walk down Main Street anywhere near that ramp? 

Mr. Revill. This is what he told me, sir. 

Mr. Devine. Was he questioned as to whether he consistently 
and continuously and without interruption observed the ramp area 
or was his back at any time turned to it? 

Mr. Revill. He was questioned by Mr. Moriarity of this commit- 
tee extensively about what transpired and he contends that his 
vision was not blocked at any time, that Ruby did not walk from 
the alleyway in front of the municipal building into the ramp of 
the police and courts building. 

Mr. Devine. At least he didn't see him. 

Mr. Revill. He didn't see him. 

Mr. Devine. Was he assigned there specifically for that purpose 
or was he there just on an off-chance he may have an opportunity 
to see Oswald depart? 

Mr. Revill. I think the latter is the correct version. He, on that 
particular day, was the acting watch commander for the northeast 
division and due to a lack of activity in his particular sector, he 
had driven to the downtown area to see, in essence, what was going 
on, and he was parked there when the murder of Oswald took 
place. 

Mr. Devine. Do you know, Captain, why he didn't make this 
information available to the Dallas police in November of 1963 or 
the Warren Commission in 1964? 

Mr. Revill. He told me he did, that he had related this informa- 
tion to a Lt. Earl Knox, who was his superior, and what Lieutenant 
Knox did with it, I don't know. I think he is now decreased. 

Mr. Devine. Do you know whether or not this information came 
out during the trial of Jack Ruby in Dallas? 

Mr. Revill. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Devine. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Stokes. The time of the gentleman has expired. The 
gentleman from Tennessee, Mr. Ford. 

Mr. Ford. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have one question of the 
witness. 

Captain, did you say earlier that the investigating team, consist- 
ed of seven, eight different officers? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ford. In your final report of the investigation you did not 
include any information regarding the stairway in the municipal 
building, is that correct? 

Mr. Revill. That's correct, I am saying we didn't submit any 
information about the stairway. 

Mr. Ford. It is just until recently that the stairway in the 
municipal building was discovered; is that correct? 

Mr. Revill. That's correct. 

Mr. Ford. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Chairman Stokes. The gentleman yields back the balance of his 
time. The gentleman from Indiana, Mr. Fithian. 

Mr. Fithian. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Captain, did you ask 
Jack Ruby if he went down the ramp? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir, I did. 
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Mr. Fithian. And he said he refused 

Mr. Revill. He refused to respond to that saying this would be a 
part of his defense tactics. What he meant by that, I do not know, 
sir. 

Mr. Fithian. I believe Congressman Sawyer referred to this, but 
I didn’t quite understand all the answer, and that’s the polygraph 
test that was administered to Mr. Daniels. 

Mr. Revill. Yes. 

Mr. Fithian. The information I have and the documents we have 
is that on the crucial questions about whether he saw somebody go 
down the ramp and the description of the person, et cetera, he 
failed every one of those questions. 

Mr. Revill. I am not personally familiar with Mr. Daniels’ poly- 
graph examination, other than the fact he was administered one 
and he did fail the particular test. The pertinent questions, I do not 
know. 

Mr. Fithian. Can you tell the committee something more about 
Mr. Daniels than we now know? What kind of a person was he? 
How reliable as officer? 

Mr. Revill. I didn’t know the gentleman, sir. 

Mr. Fithian. Let me turn, then, to another area. At the time of 
the transfer, you said that you were not in the building? 

Mr. Revill. That’s correct. 

Mr. Fithian. But this must have been in the long course of your 
review and investigation of this, a very, very pertinent topic and, 
therefore, am I wrong to assume that you are really pretty familiar 
with what the mood of the action and the activities in the building 
were? 

Mr. Revill. I had no knowledge of the proposed move of Mr. 
Oswald. Those were decisions made by the chief of police and the 
captain commanding the homicide and robbery unit at that time. 

Since the incident involving the shooting of Oswald by Ruby, in 
talking to other people, I formed ideas. But having personal knowl- 
edge, no, sir, I have none. 

Mr. Fithian. Let me ask you another way, then. Isn’t it true that 
there was a real effort to provide security for this transfer? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir, there was an effort to provide security. As I 
have testified earlier, the basement of the city hall, and I am 
advised of this 

Mr. Fithian. I wonder if you could move the microphone over in 
front of you a little more, Officer. 

Mr. Revill. I am advised that the security survey was made, or a 
sweep of the basement of the city hall was made prior to the actual 
movement of Mr. Oswald, that this sweep involved looking into 
automobiles, under automobiles, behind any possible barricades, 
and that prior to the actual movement of Mr. Oswald, that the all- 
clear was given. 

As I say, I was not there; this is what I am told. 

Mr. Fithian. Then, in light of the fact that a fairly significant 
effort was made to provide security for Oswald and to transfer him 
to the county sherriffs quarters, what was your finding with 
regard to Chief Curry’s making a public announcement of the time 
this would take place? 

Mr. Revill. We really did not address that particular aspe^., ' : 
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Mr. Fithian. It just seems to me, as a layman — I am not a police 
officer — to take a celebrated prisoner that had just assassinated the 
President of the United States and then to announce to the world 
that at 10 o'clock, you are going to move him from point A to point 
B 

Mr. Revill. I agree with you, sir, it is strange. 

Mr. Fithian [continuing]. Is a remarkable development. 

Mr. Revill. Very strange. 

Mr. Fithian. Second, was there ever any question as to whether 
or not the decision to allow the media and the klieg lights and all 
the commotion that would bring into the basement, was there ever 
any question, have you conducted that investigation as to why that 
decision was made? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir, we attempted to address that question, and 
we were advised that, the understanding was made with the net- 
work stations that they would not illuminate the klieg lights which 
were used by the TV stations which tended to blind the partici- 
pants in the basement of the city hall. 

Mr. Fithian. Captain, is it your professional opinion that had the 
commotion and the additional people, the media and the cameras 
not have been present, that Lee Harvey Oswald would not have 
been shot? 

Mr. Revill. They contributed to the killing of Oswald, yes, sir. 

Mr. Fithian. That is, in creating this commotion in the base- 
ment — 

Mr. Revill. Mass confusion. 

Mr. Fithian. Well, then, in your final findings — you were in 
charge of investigating this whole thing? 

Mr. Revill. No, sir, I was not in charge. I was one of the people 
assigned to the unit to conduct the investigation. 

Mr. Fithian. You were one of the people assigned 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fithian. Were your findings critical of these two decisions, 
one, to make the public announcement, and, two, to allow the 
media in so you 

Mr. Revill. No, sir, I don't think we addressed that particular 
subject in the investigation report. They did contribute to the 
confusion, but the decision had been made by the chief of police 
and possibly some of the city fathers to do this in an effort to 
cooperate with the news media to assure the world that we had not 
mistreated Lee Harvey Oswald while he was in our custody. 

Mr. Fithian. Mr. Chairman, I only have a closing observation. It 
seems unusual that the two elements, besides Jack Ruby, that 
seems to have been the source of the event, or the cause of it, 
would not be addressed in the investigation of it. I guess that is 
20-20 hindsight. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Chairman Stokes. The gentleman yields back the balance of his 
time. The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Edgar. 

Mr. Edgar. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Captain, who was in command on the Sunday morning of the 
Oswald shooting? 

Mr. Revill. The chief of police would have been in command of 
the police department that morning; he was on the premises. 
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Mr. Edgar. I had some extensive experience over a 3- or 4-year 
period in riding with something called the police clergy unit. I also 
rode in the command car, which, in the city of Philadelphia, was 
the lieutenant’s car. He tried as best he could to be on the scene of 
any major incident and be on top of the situation and be in control 
of the situation. Do you know who was in charge? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir, the chief of police was in the building the 
morning of the transfer. As to his physically being present in the 
basement of the city hall, I have no information to that effect. It is 
my understanding the assistant chief at that time, Charles Batche- 
lor, and the deputy chief of CID, W. M. Stevenson, were or had 
been physically present in the basement. But ultimately, responsi- 
bility must lie with the chief of police. 

Mr. Edgar. How would you grade his command, A, B, C, D, F, in 
terms of grading the quality of it on that day? 

Mr. Revill. Sir, I was not present, and again, this is hindsight. I 
don’t feel it would be proper for me to comment — or attempt to 
evaluate his performance. 

Mr. Edgar. Let me comment for a second because I have been 
very interested in a couple of things that you have said and a 
couple of other important things that we have gotten over a period 
of time. We have analyzed and asked witnesses from the Secret 
Service and FBI, now the Dallas Police, whether any tape record- 
ing or any verbatim of Oswald’s testimony was taken, and the 
answer came back no. We now find out that in terms of security 
arrangements, centered around the movement of Oswald, from the 
police station, as to whether or not the security arrangements were 
really adequate and good, and the answer comes back no, there 
were mistakes. 

Even in the investigative report that you did, you have admitted 
this morning there was an officer who was not far from the ramp, 
who had testimony to give, and yet your investigative committee, 
looking into how Jack Ruby got into the basement, was not ana- 
lyzed. 

You admitted further that an access that would be a possible 
route of entry into the basement was not brought to your attention 
until recently. 

We could go through a number of other specific events centered 
around the control of Lee Harvey Oswald, the control of the press, 
the control of the area, and the security, et cetera. And find a 
number of mistakes had been made. 

Can you identify for the committee why no member of the Dallas 
Police Department was even reprimanded even slightly for their 
activities or actions surrounding the death of President Kennedy? 

Mr. Revill. No, sir, I cannot personally address myself to that. 
That decision would have been made by the chief of police. 

Mr. Edgar. Could it have been part of the kind of the environ- 
ment of police thinking that it is very difficult to publicly criticize 
any of its own members for mistakes, or part of the environment of 
the thinking of the Dallas Police Department that they would not 
want to admit a mistake? 

Mr. Revill. Sir, at that time, I don’t think we would have 
hesitated one bit to admit mistakes because we became, you might 
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say, a laughing stock, keystone cops, due to the inadequate security 
that we provided for Mr. Oswald. 

Mr. Edgar. But the record indicates that you took no action to 
reprimand any of your officers for any of the activities that they 
were involved in. 

Mr. Revill. Had the investigation proved that any particular 
officer was involved with Mr. Ruby, I would hope that he would 
have been disciplined. 

I can assure you that this would occur today. 

Mr. Edgar. Let me just have one final question. I was surprised 
at your very quick characterization of Jack Ruby as a baffoon and 
your indication if you were or if there was a personnel director of 
the underworld, that Jack Ruby would not be someone to hire. But 
couldn’t the speculation also go that the underworld needs a 
number of people to act in different capacities other than profes- 
sionally involved in roles of the underworld, and that Jack Ruby 
could have been used by organized crime in a particular way, and 
that the speculation that the underworld never uses baffoons might 
be too quick of an analysis of underworld activities? 

Mr. Revill. This is a possibility. Again, Mr. Ruby may have been 
playing a role, but this is the image that he projected to me and 
this is my personal opinion, having observed Ruby on infrequent 
occasions. 

As I testified, I never went to his clubs, I would see him on the 
streets. He was the type person who would run up to you to be 
identified. He sought attention. This is my interpretation of Ruby, 
a loud mouth. 

Mr. Edgar. I yield back my time. 

Chairman Stokes. The gentleman from Connecticut, Mr. Dodd. 

Mr. Dodd. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I want at the outset to thank my colleague from Michigan, Mr. 
Sawyer, for filling in for me on some of those questions. I had to be 
over in the House Rules Committee. 

I would like to ask the witness, did the special unit on that day, 
on November 24, ever consider the possibility after the fact that 
Jack Ruby had entered the basement through a route other than 
through the ramp? Did you examine other alternative routes that 
he could have come in? 

Mr. Revill. No, sir. After a determination of the physical evi- 
dence, by this, the timing, the distances involved, and the fact that 
Mr. Ruby had reported to other officers that he entered by the 
ramp, we zeroed in on that particular entry. 

Mr. Dodd. And didn’t examine any other possible alternative? 

Mr. Revill. No, sir. 

Mr. Dodd. Yet based on the testimony you have given here 
today, what I have been able to read as a result of previous state- 
ments you have given to this committee: one, Ruby in fact did not 
tell you that this was the way he got in, down the ramp — I will 
enumerate four or five factors that I have listed in my notes — 
there was an alleyway route and an entrance on the side; informa- 
tion that the alleyway entrance door was unguarded; the additional 
fact that three officers in the car on the ramp said that they did 
not see Ruby; and that Officer Vaughn did not see Ruby; and that 
Sergeant Flusche, who was on the other side of the street, on Main 
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Street, he didn’t see Ruby walking down the street. Here we have 
all of this evidence that seems to contradict the statement or the 
fact that has been believed for so long, that Jack Ruby came down 
the ramp. 

We can conclude in light of all this evidence that he probably 
didn’t come down the ramp? Wouldn’t you agree with that? 

Mr. Revill. No, I cannot conclude positively he did not come 
down the ramp. As I said earlier, the information from Sergeant 
Flusche came to my attention in June of this year. The three 
officers who exited the building up the ramp onto Main Street, it is 
possible that they would not have seen Ruby. 

It is also possible that Roy Vaughn in stepping out onto the 
sidewalk from the entrance to check for oncoming traffic, talking 
about eastbound traffic on Main Street, to enable the police car to 
make a left turn across traffic, Jack Ruby could have slipped into 
the basement at that time. 

But I am satisfied that Roy Vaughn did not see Jack Ruby nor 
did he knowingly permit him to enter the basement. 

Mr. Dodd. You would have to agree this day that there exists a 
strong possibility, in light of all the evidence that has come to light 
since that time, that Jack Ruby could just as easily have entered 
the basement, in fact more easily, entered the basement through 
that alleyway and that unguarded door? 

Mr. Revill. This is possible, if that particular door leading to the 
alleyway was unlocked. 

Mr. Dodd. Prior to the shooting of Lee Harvey Oswald, in fact 
only minutes before, Jack Ruby sent a money order from the 
Western Union office. Did the special unit consider the possibility 
that Jack Ruby had utilized the sending of this money order to 
make his entrance to the basement and that the subsequent shoot- 
ing of Oswald seemed a fluke or coincidence of timing? 

Mr. Revill. We discussed it, yes, sir. 

Mr. Dodd. What did you conclude? 

Mr. Revill. If that be the case, then Ruby had to have had 
assistance from someone in the police department. To know exactly 
what time Oswald was to be transferred. 

Mr. Dodd. Did the inspection unit assume that for Jack Ruby — I 
guess you have answered that by your response to your last ques- 
tion— you would have assumed he would have had to have assist- 
ance? Did you examine or how thoroughly did you examine wheth- 
er or not there was a possibility of such assistance? 

Mr. Revill. We interviewed everyone that had been assigned to 
the basement. We interviewed members of the news media in an 
effort to determine if there was complicity between Ruby and any 
member of the police department or anyone else for that matter, 
and we were unsuccessful in that endeavor. 

Mr. Dodd. We will suspend for one moment. 

Counsel informs me of another possibility. I guess for the 15 
years we have always assumed that word would have had to come 
out to Ruby from the police station, to inform him as to exactly 
when Lee Harvey Oswald was going to be transferred. Did the 
special unit ever consider the possibility that the arrival of Jack 
Ruby triggered the decision to then move Lee Harvey Oswald? 
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Mr. Revill. No sir, because it would have taken longer. If you 
can believe the fact that he did send a telegram or a wire to Fort 
Worth at 11:16, you have got a time lapse of 4 minutes from the 
time the operator date stamped the wire until his shooting of 
Oswald in the basement. That is a 4-minute period. That would 
have taken time — timing would have had to be perfect and know- 
ing the elevator situation in the jail I can 't see that they would 
have played it that close. 

Mr. Dodd. I would like to pursue just one other line of question- 
ing, if I could. 

You testified before the Warren Commission, is that correct? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dodd. And you stated there that you knew James Hosty? 

Mr. Revill. I knew him well. 

Mr. Dodd. Could you tell this committee, without going through 
an elaborate questioning process, in your own words, tell us of your 
encounter with James Hosty on November 22, 1963, where it oc- 
curred, and what James Hosty told you when you ran into him, 
approximately the time you ran into him? 

Mr. Revill. Of course, this will be based on memory. Basically, 
what occurred on that date, after searching the School Book De- 
positor finding the weapon and other evidence, I departed the 
Depository and returned to the Police and Courts Building accom- 
panied by three detectives who worked in the intelligence unit. As 
I entered the ramp off of Main Street into the Police and Courts 
Building 

Mr. Dodd. This is the same ramp? 

Mr. Revill. The same ramp. 

I was followed, or either I followed James Hosty, a member of 
the FBI. We both parked our cars 

Mr. Dodd. You weren't following him specifically, he just hap- 
pened to be coming into the building? 

Mr. Revill. He just happened to be coming into the building. We 
both parked our cars. He approached me, and again from memory, 
he commented to the effect that Lee Harvey Oswald, a Communist, 
had killed President Kennedy. 

Mr. Dodd. What time of day was this? If I told you that in your 
testimony in 1964 you had said it was approximately 2:30 in the 
afternoon, would you argue? 

Mr. Revill. I wouldn't argue. It was at a time after Oswald had 
been taken into custody at the Texas Theater but before his arrival 
at the Police and Courts Building. 

Mr. Dodd. Were you aware of the fact that Lee Harvey Oswald 
had been arrested? 

Mr. Revill. No, sir, not at that time. 

Mr. Dodd. Were you aware that Mr. Hosty knew that Lee 
Harvey Oswald had been arrested at that time? 

Mr. Revill. No, I assumed he did based on his statements to me. 

Mr. Dodd. You said, and I will quote, you said in 1964, I will 
quote your response to Mr. Rankin, just so you can refresh your 
memory and you can correct it if you would like, this is your 
testimony: "And Mr. Hosty ran over to me and he says, Jack, as I 
recall these words, a Communist killed President Kennedy. 

“I said, What? 
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“He said, Lee Oswald killed President Kennedy. 

“I said, Who is Lee Oswald? 

“He said, He is in our Communist file. We knew he was here in 
Dallas. 

“At that time Hosty and I started walking off, and Detective 
Bryan as well as I recall, sort of stayed back and so forth/' 

Then he also states to you that at that time, according to your 
testimony in 1964, that they knew, that he knew, Jim Hosty knew, 
that Lee Oswald was capable of killing the President. You became 
upset at that? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dodd. Is that a fair 

Mr. Revill. That is a fair 

Mr. Dodd [continuing]. Assessment of the conversation and your 
reaction? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dodd. Why were you upset? 

Mr. Revill. Because we had worked with the Bureau on identify- 
ing people who posed not so much physical threats to Mr. Kennedy 
but those people who would attempt to embarrass him, and also 
those who would harm him. We had shared information but on this 
particular person, for some reason, Mr. Hosty had not shared the 
information with us. 

Mr. Dodd. This was not normal operating procedure. In fact he 
had in the past 

Mr. Revill. Well, in dealing with the FBI, local law enforcement, 
most of it is of a personal relationship with the agents and my 
relationship with Mr. Hosty was that we shared information but in 
this particular case he had not. 

Mr. Dodd. Did he tell you why he — how he drew the conclusion 
that Mr. Oswald was a Communist? 

Mr. Revill. No, sir. What happened, after making this statement 
or these remarks to me, I asked him what he was going to do with 
the information, and he said he wanted to talk to Will Fritz, who 
was the Captain of Homicide. I asked him if he knew Captain Fritz 
and his response was no, so with that I accompanied Agent Hosty 
to the third floor homicide and Captain Fritz was not present at 
the time, some of his staff were. 

I left Mr. Hosty in that office and returned to the second floor, to 
the Special Service Bureau office. 

Mr. Dodd. You are sure of that? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir, I am sure. 

Mr. Dodd. There was extensive questioning as to which route you 
took. 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir. I don't walk up three flights of stairs when 
there is an elevator. 

Mr. Dodd. This was all about 2:30? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dodd. In the afternoon? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dodd. Prior to the time Lee Harvey Oswald had arrived at 
the police station? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dodd. Can we just suspend for 1 minute? 
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Could I ask you if in fact later at a subsequent time in your 
conversations with Jim Hosty, you ever explored with him how it 
was that he happened to have drawn the conclusions he had, how 
he happened to develop a file on Lee Harvey Oswald? 

Mr. Revill. No, sir. After, I believe, that night, Chief Curry went 
on TV and announced that the FBI had information to this effect. 

Later, it is my understanding that the statement was — he made 
a retraction, and from that day I don’t recall ever talking to Jim 
Hosty again. I may have but I don’t recall. And I do know that we 
never discussed it. 

Mr. Dodd. You said you wrote up a report? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dodd. Pertaining to the Hosty conversation? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dodd. You signed it that afternoon according to your testi- 
mony in 1964 and you state then, you said, “yes sir, at the time I 
was hoping it would never come up.” 

Mr. Revill. This is true. 

Mr. Dodd. Would you tell this committee why you hoped it would 
never come up? 

Mr. Revill. Because Jim Hosty was a friend of mine and I knew 
that Hoover would crucify him. 

Mr. Dodd, Crucify him for what? 

Mr. Revill. For making that statement. Whether or not it was 
true or not, Hosty made the statement to me and I relayed the 
information to my captain at the time, Pat Ganaway, shortly after 
our conversation, and he instructed me to reduce it to writing. 

At that time I told him if I do, Jim Hosty will be crucified or 
penalized by the Bureau, and to that he said, “I don’t care, you put 
it on paper.” I put it on paper. 

Mr. Dodd. Which, is he going to be, crucified for telling you or 
crucified for not following in the normal operating procedures of 
sharing that information with the Dallas Police Department? 

Mr. Revill. It is not normal operating procedure for the FBI to 
share that information with you. As I mentioned to you earlier, the 
information local law enforcement gets from the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation is primarily based on personal contact between an 
agent and the officer. 

Mr. Dodd. So he more than likely would have been crucified by 
the Director for admitting to the Dallas Police Department that 
they had information in the security file on someone who they 
perceived as capable of assassinating the President? 

Mr. Revill. I can only assume that, sir. 

Mr. Dodd. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Stokes. Any further questions? 

Mr. Cornwell? 

Mr. Cornwell. Just one very brief matter, Captain Revill. Were 
you sitting in the room earlier when we, through a narrative, 
provided the results of a phone analysis? 

Mr. Revill. I was in and out, sir, I wasn’t paying much atten- 
tion. 

Mr. Cornwell. Let me ask you, then, there were a number of 
people who were identified through an analysis of Ruby’s phone 
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calls as receiving calls from him or making calls to him in the 
months immediately prior to the assassination. Those individuals 
include Irwin Weiner, Nofio Pecora, Harold Tannenbaum, Barney 
Baker, Dusty Miller, Lenney Patrick, Dave Yaras. 

Did you or the police department, to your knowledge, have any 
information about Ruby’s association with any of those individuals 
during 1963? 

Mr. Revill. No, sir. 

Mr. Cornwell. Was the police department, to your knowledge, 
even acquainted with the names of those persons or with their 
reputations among law enforcement agencies? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir, I knew some of them. 

Mr. Cornwell. In 1963, I take it that the Dallas Police Depart- 
ment had no organized crime unit, per se, is that correct? 

Mr. Revill. We had an intelligence unit which was charged with 
gathering data on organized crime. 

Mr. Cornwell. Well, simply, if you would give us your estimate 
of the possibility or probability that if one or more of those persons 
would have been in Dallas prior to November 22 and had met with 
Jack Ruby, would the nature and scope of your intelligence pro- 
gram have been such as to likely identify such meetings? 

Mr. Revill. Yes, sir, had we had knowledge of a meeting involv- 
ing these people with Ruby. Now, one of these persons you men- 
tioned, I believe Miller, Dusty Miller, he may still be in Dallas, I 
don’t know, he was head of one of the unions, Teamsters there, and 
for him to have contacted Ruby, it may or may not have caused us 
concern. These other people, possible. 

Mr. Cornwell. Would your intelligence unit officers have been 
knowledgeable of the appearance of these people, would they have 
recognized them if they had been in town? 

Mr. Revill. Possibly. I am not sure that we would have recog- 
nized them upon sight. Hopefully some other intelligence unit 
throughout the country would have forewarned us that they were 
enroute to Dallas. 

Mr. Cornwell. No further questions. Thank you. 

Chairman Stokes. I think this might be an appropriate place for 
the Chair to make a special acknowledgement. 

Over the life of the existence of this committee it has been 
necessary for our investigators to spend an enormous amount of 
time in Dallas and to be in touch with the Dallas Police Depart- 
ment and other city officials and we want to acknowledge the 
extraordinary amount of cooperation that the committee investiga- 
tors received from all of the city officials in Dallas, along with the 
Dallas Police Department, particularly Chief Byrd, who when our 
investigators first went to Dallas, gave them a letter of carte 
blanche enabling them to go anywhere and talk to anyone and to 
have full reign in terms of gathering evidence for this committee, 
and the Department has on occasions located witnesses for us. 

As you know, if you have been in touch with these hearings, that 
we have produced evidence that has been turned over by the Police 
Department to our investigators, particularly in conjunction with 
the acoustics tests which were conducted in Dallas in Dealey Plaza. 
The police department provided extraordinary cooperation in order 
that we might conduct that testing, and provided us with their own 
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sharpshooters and blockaded the area, and did everything neces- 
sary. 

In fact, that morning they started testing somewhere in the area 
of 5 o'clock in the morning and went to noon trying to provide this 
committee with the kind of evidence we have been able to produce 
here at these hearings, and I certainly want to extend to both Chief 
Byrd and the Dallas Police Department our appreciation for that 
cooperation. 

Mr. Revill, at the conclusion of your testimony as a witness 
before our committee, you are entitled to 5 minutes, at which time 
you may make any comment you desire on your testimony before 
our committee. I extend to you at this time 5 minutes for that 
purpose, if you so desire. 

Mr. Revill. I have no statement to make, sir. 

Chairman Stokes. Then we thank you for having been here and 
the testimony you have given our committee this morning. 

Mr. Revill. Thank you very much. 

Chairman Stokes. You are excused. 

There being nothing further to come before the committee, the 
committee will adjourn until 9 a.m. tomorrow morning. 

[Whereupon, at 1:08 p.m., the committee was adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 9 a.m., Wednesday, September 27, 1978.] 
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